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L a n g u a g e  d e v e l o p m e n t  in chi l d r e n  is c u r r e n t l y  being inve s t i g a t e d  in terms 
of langua ge use in context, call e d  pragmatics. T h e s e  invest i g a t i o n s  are 
c o n c e r n e d  with h ow langua ge varies u n d e r  d i f f e r e n t  c o m m u n i c a t i v e  and e n v i r ­
onmental contexts.
T he presen t study dealt with the change s that o c c u r  in l angua ge w h e n  a 
l i s t e n e r  is v i s i b l e  or not v i s i b l e  to the speaker. T w e n t y - f o u r  eight- to 
ni n e - y e a r - o l d  boys w e r e  p r e sen ted w i t h  a h i g h l y  s t r u ct ured c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
task. T he task involv ed de v e l o p i n g  a story from a sequential p i c t u r e  story 
and then telling it to an adult listener. One half of the subjec ts could 
see t h e i r  list e n e r  while, for the other half, the l i s t e n e r  was seated b e hind 
a screen.
T en variab les w e r e  used to d e t e r m i n e  the d i f f e r e n c e s  that existe d b e t w e e n  
the stories d e v e l o p e d  by the two groups: (1) total n u m b e r  of uttera nces,
(2) ratio of c o m p l e t e  to i n c o mp lete utter a n c e s ,  (3) n u m b e r  of w o r d s  per c o m p l e t e  
uttera nce, (4) n u m b e r  of words per i n c o m p l e t e  u t t e ra nce, (5) n u m b e r  of v e r i ­
fiers used, (6) c o r r e c t  versus i n c orr ect u se of d e f i n i t e  and i n d e fi nite a r t i ­
cles, (7) n u mber of static a d ject ives, (8) c o r r e c t  versus in c o r r e c t  s e q u e n ­
cing of events, (9) number1 of instan ces of redund ancy, and (10) c l a r i t y  
score.
R e s ult s of the study indicated no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  e x i ste d betwee n 
the two groups for a ny of the ten v a r i ab les; however, a g reat deal of 
d e s c r i p t i v e  i n form ation was obt a i n e d  reg a r d i n g  the use of l angua ge of eight- 
to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  subjec ts when pre s e n t e d  w i t h  the task used in this study.
M o s t  inter e s t i n g  was the a m o u n t  of i n f o r m a t i o n  s ubjec ts of this age level 
p r e s u p p o s e d  of t h e i r  listener. T h e  m a j o r i t y  of s ubjec ts seemed to c r e d i t  
their l i s t e n e r  wi t h  being f a m i l i a r  with some or all of the b a c k g r o u n d  
i n f o r m a t i o n  n e c e s s a r y  to u n d e r s t a n d  the stories b eing told.
P revio us research i n dica ted that c o r rec t sequential o r d e r i n g  skills, 
as well as the a p p r o p r i a t e  use of defi n i t e  and i n d e fi nite reference, w o u l d  
be atta i n e d  by this age. R e s ult s of the pres e n t  study revealed that m a n y  
subjects did not o r d e r  events s e q u e n t i a l l y  in t e l lin g their stories; 
n e i t h e r  did they use a p p r o p r i a t e  d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  ref e r e n c e  c o n ­
sistently.
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Chapter 1
INTR O D U C T I O N  
S t a t e m ent of the P r o b 1 em
In m o s t  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  situat ions a c o n s i d e r a b l e  part of the 
i n f o r m a t i o n  to be shared is not c onvey ed verbal ly, but ext r a c t e d  
from situational and contextual cues. T h e  role of situational and 
contextual influe nces on verbal b e h a v i o r  is j u s t  b e g i n n i n g  to be 
investigated.
T h a t  c h i l d r e n  and adults c o m m u n i c a t e  r e l a t i v e l y  well wi t h  each 
o t h e r  is e v i d e n c e  that both c o n s i s t e n t l y  i n t e g r a t e  one a n o the r's 
verbal and nonverbal b e h a v i o r  and the cues of t h e i r  enviro nment.
In o n g o i n g  c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  s peake rs s p o n t a n e o u s l y  switch to d i f f e r e n t  
l a n g u a g e  codes as d i f f e r e n t  situat ions demand. In swi t c h i n g  codes, 
spe a k e r s  m u s t  s i m u l t a n e o u s l y  c o n s i d e r  the s i t u a t i o n  in w h i c h  sentences 
are spoken, the pr e c e d i n g  s e n ten ces (if any), and the listen er's 
k n o w l e d g e  of the s p e a k e r  as well as the topics u n d e r  d i s c u s s i o n  (Cars­
well and Romffietveit, 1971).
S p e a k e r s  mu s t  also c a r e f u l l y  c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  listeners' role 
a t t r i b u t e s  and, a c c o rd ingly, a d j u s t  their c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  in o r d e r  for 
t h e m  to be effective. L i s t e n e r  role a t t r i b u t e s  include age, sex, 
s o p h i s t i c a t i o n ,  k n o w l e d g e  of subjec t matt e r ,  and p revio us experience.
It is p o s s i b l e  that such a t t r i b u t e s  m a y  also be p a r t i a l l y  d e p e n d e n t
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upon w h e t h e r  or not a s p e ake r can see his listener. If a l i s t e n e r  is 
visible, the s p e a k e r  can use gestur es and facial e x p r e s s i o n s  to aid in 
c o n v e y i n g  his message. He can also cue in to nonverbal cues of his 
listener, such as a nod of the head or a c o n f u s e d  look, that m a y  ind i c a t e  
his m e s s a g e  is not b eing understood. The p r e sen t study i n v e s t i g a t e s  the 
s pecif ic kinds of chan g e s  that o c c u r  in the q u a n t i t y  and q u a l i t y  o f  l a n g u a g e 
as eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  chi l d r e n  relate infor m a t i o n  to listen ers in two 
d i f f e r e n t  situat ions. In the f i r s t  c o n d i t i o n  the l i s t e n e r  is v i s i b l e  to 
the speaker; in the o t h e r  c o n d i t i o n  the l i s t e n e r  is not visible.
T h e  s tudy of l angua ge use in c o n tex t is termed pragma tics, w h i c h  
B ates (Morehead and M o r e h e a d ,  1976, p. 420) has d e f ine d as "rules g o v e r n i n g  
the use of l a n g u a g e  in contex t." Bates has o u t l i n e d  four types o f  p r a g m a t i c  
s t r u c t u r e s  used in c a r r y i n g  out these rules in o r d e r  to be a p p r o p r i a t e  in v a r y ­
ing contexts. A  v i s i b l e  versus a not v i s i b l e  l i s t e n e r ' m a y  a f f e c t  the kinds 
of pra g m a t i c  st r u c t u r e s  c h i l d r e n  use in co m m u n i c a t i n g .  A b r i e f  d e s c r i p ­
tion follows of each o f  the p r a gma tic s t r u ct ures d e s c r i b e d  by Bates.
P r o p o s i t ions
P r o p o s i t i o n s  are defi n e d  as p r e d i c a t e - a r g u m e n t  s t r u ct ures in 
w h i c h  an a t t r i b u t e  is p r e d i c a t e d  betwee n two o r  m o r e  argume nts. In the 
s t a t em ent, "Jim is asleep ," asleep is the a t t r i b u t e  p r e d i c a t e d  by Jim.
In the statem ent, "Jim ate the apple," ate is the p r e d i c a t e  that relates 
Jim and apple. P r o p o s i t i o n s  m a y  be m o r e  e a s i l y  u n d e r s t o o d  as the "stuff 
of w h i c h  sem a n t i c  de e p  s t r u ct ures a re m a d e "  (Bates in M o r e h e a d  and M o r e ­
head, 1976, p. 426). T h e y  are an internal a c t i v i t y  of s peake rs rather  
than located in senten ces, i.e., th e y  a re not always r e p r e s e n t e d  verbally.
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Wh e n  a s p e a k e r  uses a sentence, that sent e n c e  c o n t a i n s  one or 
m o r e  prop o s i t i o n s  on l y  inso f a r  as he has c o n s t r u c t e d  the u n d e r l y i n g  pro- 
positional relations or p r e d i c a t e - a r g u m e n t  s t r u ct ures as part of his 
m eanin g. Even if the s e n t e n c e  fails to e n c o d e  a p r o p o s i t i o n  in an 
external sense, the s p e a k e r  still means that p r o p os ition. T h i s  is 
often true of small children; they know w h a t  they mean, but c a n n o t  always 
e n c o d e  it into a sent e n c e  u n d e r s t a n d a b l e  to a naive listener. P r o p o ­
sitions are p r a g m a t i c a l l y  based in that they are d e p e n d e n t  on the 
e nviro nmental cont e x t  in w h i c h  they are used, i.e., s p e a k e r s  c o n s t r u c t  
p r o p o s i t i o n s  a p p r o p r i a t e  to the c o m m u n i c a t i v e  s i t u a t i o n  in w h i c h  they 
are involved.
P e r f o rmatives
P e r f o r m a t i v e s  in l angua ge indicate the sp e a k e r ' s  goal in using 
a sentence. D i s c u s s e d  as "speech acts" (Searle, 1969), they d e s c r i b e  
the s p eake r's intent ion to issue a command, ask a questi on, m a k e  a 
promise, etc. P e r f o r m a t i v e  fun c t i o n s  are not always stated d i r e c t l y  
in the s u r fac e s t r u c t u r e  of an utterance, but they m a y  be c a r rie d  
i n d i r e c t l y  as in "(I say to you) put y o u r  books away." "I say to you" 
is not verbalized. S e a r l e  has d e s c r i b e d  three types: l o c u t i o n a r y ,  per-
l o c uti onary, and illocutionary.
L o c u t i o n a r y  acts are those p e r for med in o r d e r  to commun icate.
T h e y  b a s i c a l l y  c o n s i s t  of c o n s t r u c t i n g  p r o p o s i t i o n s  and p h o n a t i n g  them.
In the statem ent, "She sings," the spea k e r  has c o n s t r u c t e d  a p r o p o s i t i o n  
and v e r b a l i z e d  it, t h e reb y p e r f o r m i n g  a l o c u t i o n a r y  act.
P e r l o c u t i o n a r y  acts are b y - p r o d u c t s  or side e f f ect s of c o m m u n i c a t i o n .
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If a spea k e r  said, "You don't look 30," he m a y  flatter, e m b a r r a s s ,  or 
insult his l i s t e n e r  d e p e n d i n g  on the c ircum stance. T h e s e  p e r i o c u t i o n a r y  
acts m ay be intentional or u n i nte ntional.
I I l o c u t i o n a r y  acts are those a c c o m p l i s h e d  by c o m m u n i c a t i n g  the 
intent to a c c o m p l i s h  them. T h e y  are, in o t h e r  words, the c o n ver sational 
f orce of the utterance. Th e  m o s t  s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d  w a y  to a c c o m p l i s h  these 
acts is by using an e x p l i c i t  p e r f o r m a t i v e  as in, "I p r o n o u n c e  y o u  . . .
"I p r o mis e you . . . , " etc. O r d ers , requests, i nstru ctions, war n i n g s ,  
and promis es are all d i s t i n c t  i l l o c u t i o n a r y  types.
T h e  first ut t e r a n c e s  of c h i l d r e n  have been stud i e d  in terms of 
p e r f o r m a t i v e  functions. G r u b e r  (1975) has d e s c r i b e d  the t r a n s i t i o n  of a 
c h i ld' s early speech from p e r f o r m a t i v e  to d e c l a r a t i v e  statements. He 
c o n c l u d e d  that, in the e a r l i e s t  u ttera nces, words like "see," "want," 
and "me" p r e d o m i n a t e  and serve as d i r e c t  e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  w h a t  is h a p p e n ­
ing by m e a n s  of an utterance. U t t e r a n c e s  d i r e c t l y  i n d i c a t e  something, 
e.g., "see" e x p res ses "I i n d i c a t e  to y ou . . . ." As the child become s 
m o r e  m a t u r e  in his lan g u a g e  use, he begins to use d e c l a r a t i v e  type 
u t t e r a n c e s  w h e r e  the e x p l i c i t  p e r f o r m a t i v e  is o m i t t e d  fr o m  the surface 
structure. In a dult langua ge, e v e r y  u t t e r a n c e  is o b l i g a t o r i l y  d o m i ­
nated by an u n d e r l y i n g  perfor mative. T h e  statem ent, "The baby is crying," 
has the u n d e r l y i n g  fo r m  or p e r f o r m a t i v e  h y p e r s e n t e n c e ,  "I say to y ou the 
ba b y  is crying."
P resup posi tions
Th i s  type of p r a g m a t i c  s t r u c t u r e  deals wi t h  the i n f o r m a t i o n  that 
m u s t  be known and u n d e r s t o o d  (presupposed) by both the s p e a k e r  and the
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l i s t e n e r  for a sen t e n c e  to have m e a n i n g  to its i ntend ed audience. P r e ­
s u p p o s i t i o n s  are the s h ared aspect s of verbal b e h a v i o r  settings. T h r e e  
kinds of p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  have been descri bed: semantic, pragma tic, and
psychological (Bates, 1976).
Se m a n t i c  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  are c o n d i t i o n s  w h i c h  are n e c e s s a r y  f or a 
s e n t e n c e  to be true or false, w h i l e  p r a gma tic p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  are c o n ­
dition s w h i c h  are n e c e s s a r y  for a s e n t e n c e  to be a p p r o p r i a t e  in a given 
context. P s y c h o logical p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  r efer to s e n ten ces c o n s t r u c t e d  
in terms of i n f o r m a t i o n  w h i c h  is assu m e d  to be p r e v i o u s l y  known by both 
the s p e a k e r  and l i s t e n e r  and that newly a s s e r t e d  in the sentence.
T h e  k n o w l e d g e  that the s p e a k e r  and l i s t e n e r  s hare a d e g r e e  of 
s i m i l a r  contextual i n f o r m a t i o n  allows the s p e a k e r  to s p e cif y less i n f o r ­
m a t i o n  in his verbal message. T h e s e  situational influe nces lead to 
ell i p s e s  in verbal commun i c a t i o n .  Elliptical st a t e m e n t s  are s h orte ned 
forms of s e n ten ces and they are un d e r s t o o d  t h r oug h context. T h e  c o n ­
text m a y  be prov i d e d  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  or it m a y  be provid ed n o n l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  
through the imm e d i a t e  sit u a t i o n  of the s p e a k e r  and l i s t e n e r  or by shared 
co g n i t i v e ,  social, or cultural history, or p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  (Holzman, 1971).
G u n t e r  (1963) has d e s c r i b e d  two types of elliptical statements. 
Contex tual e l l i p s e s  are those w i t h  l i n g u i s t i c  c o n t e n t  w h i c h  can be 
t r a n s f o r m e d  into grammatical senten ces on the basis of the pr e c e d i n g  s e n ­
tence and the rules of E n g l i s h  grammar. D e c l a r a t i v e  sentences are e l l i p ­
tical in that p e r f o r m a t i v e  fun c t i o n s  are deleted. T h e  second type of 
elliptical s t a t e m e n t s  is telegr aphic. T h e s e  are u n d e r s t o o d  w i t h  r e f e r ­
ence to nonlinauisti.c context, includ ing situational as well as c o g n it ive, 
social a n d / o r  cultural contextual variables. T h e y  d e pend for their
e x p a n s i o n  to u n d e r l y i n g  form upon grammatical cues in the elliptical 
forms and hints from the setting.
D e ixis refers to the use of n o n l i n g u i S t i c  c o n t e x t  in c o m m u n i c a ­
tion. D e i cti c st a t e m e n t s  are c o g n i t i v e l y  s i m p l e r  to c o n s t r u c t  and are a 
form of t e l e g r a p h i c  ellipsis. Poi n t i n g  is one use of d e i c t i c  cont e x t  
as in saying, "This is mine," w h i l e  poin t i n g  to a book on the table. 
Personal and d e m o n s t r a t i v e  pronou ns refer d e i c t i c a l l y  to o b j ect s and 
people in the imm e d i a t e  environment. In the statement, " T h r o w  it," 
it refers to the hall, but the halt is not r e p r e s e n t e d  lingui stically. 
T h e r e  is an instr u c t i o n  for the l i s t e n e r  to look for the ball; this 
i n s t r u c t i o n  takes the s u r fac e form of a d e i c t i c  e l e m e n t  (it). In using 
d e i c t i c  references, a s p e a k e r  presup p o s e s  the l i s t e n e r  will know to w h a t  
the p r o nou n or p o i n t i n g  g e s t u r e  refers.
T h e  use of d e f i n i t e  and in d e f i n i t e  art i c l e s  al s o  i n d ica tes i n f o r ­
m a t i o n  that a s p e a k e r  p r e s u p p o s e s  of his listener. Use of the d e f i n i t e  
ar t i c l e  the signals re f e r e n c e  to a spec i f i c  item that the l i s t e n e r  
w o u l d  understand. If a s p e a k e r  said, "We m o v e d  the piano today," he 
w o u l d  pr e s u p p o s e  his l i s t e n e r  knew w h i c h  piano was moved. On the o t h e r  
hand, use of the i n d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e  a  does not refer to a spec i f i c  
item, it refers to any item in its class. Using the same example, "We 
m o v e d  a piano today," the use of a in d ica tes that the s p e a k e r  presu p p o s e d  
his l i s t e n e r  is not f a m i l i a r  wi t h  the p a r t i c u l a r  piano t h a t  w as moved.
In e very sent e n c e  there is at least one e l e m e n t  that states w h a t  
the s e n t e n c e  is about. This is the topic of the sentence. It is known 
from e i t h e r  the l i n g u i s t i c  or behavioral c o n t e x t  and re p r e s e n t s  inform a t i o n  
the s p e a k e r  and l i s t e n e r  m u t u a l l y  share. This infor m a t i o n  m a y  be shared
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from s e n ten ces a l r e a d y  uttered. T h e  r e m a i n d e r  of the s e n t e n c e  is the 
c o m men t w h i c h  provides new i n f o r m a t i o n  pe r t a i n i n g  to the topic. In 
Chafe' s (1970) terms the topic can be regard ed as old inform ation, w h i l e  
the c o m men t is regard ed as new information. Spea k e r s  a s s u m e  some of the 
infor m a t i o n  they are c o m m u n i c a t i n g  is new in that it is being introd uced 
to t h e i r  l i s ten ers for the f irst time.
W o r d  order, i n tona tion, and stress seem to play the m a j o r  roles 
in r e p r e s e n t i n g  new and old information. It has been s u g ges ted by d e G r o o t  
and Gab e l e n t z  (Hornby, 1971) that temporal o r d e r  m a y  be the m o s t  basic 
w a y  to d i s t i n g u i s h  b e t wee n old (topic) and new (comment) i n f o r m a t i o n  in 
that topic preced es comment. A study by H o r n b y  (1971), howeve r, d e m o n ­
s t r ate d that this is not always the case. Six-, eight-, and t e n - y e a r - o l d  
c h i l d r e n  w e r e  able to u t i l i z e  grammatical s t r u c t u r e  and stress as well as 
w o r d  o r d e r  to d e t e r m i n e  t o p i c - c o m m e n t  relations. R e s ult s in d i c a t e d  that 
c h i l d r e n  did not show a t e n d e n c y  to use wo r d  o r d e r  to d e t e r m i n e  the topic 
until age eight. H o r n b y  c o n c l u d e d  that c o n t r a s t i v e  stress a p p e a r e d  to be 
the p r i m a r y  d e vice to mark the t o p i c - c o m m e n t  distin ction. T h e  use of 
p ronou ns indicates that the s p e a k e r  assume s his lis t e n e r  shares the k n o w l ­
edge of to w h a t  the p r o nou n refers.
T h e  t o p i c - c o m m e n t  r e l a t i o n  in speech begins to d e v e l o p  as early 
as the o n e - w o r d  stage in that a child e n c o d e s  an e l e m e n t  in a sit u a t i o n  
that is u n d e r g o i n g  the g r e a t e s t  change. As a child' s l i n g u i s t i c  system 
m a t u r e s ,  he learns to e n c o d e  m o r e  and m o r e  e x p l i c i t  i n f o r m a t i o n  in his 
comments. W i t h  in c r e a s i n g  l i n g u i s t i c  mat u r i t y ,  he learns to d e t e r m i n e  
h ow mu c h  inform a t i o n  is n e c e s s a r y  to enco d e  to li s t e n e r s  w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  
role attrib utes. C h i l d r e n  w h o  are unable to see their li s t e n e r s  m a y
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find it n e c e s s a r y  to enco d e  mo r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  b e c a u s e  they c a n n o t  use 
nonverbal cues to help convey t h e i r  messag es. N e i t h e r  are they able to 
j udge t h e i r  1 i s t e n e r s ' recept ions of their m e s s a g e s  as e v i d e n c e d  by f a c ­
ial expressions.
T h e  m a j o r  task f or c h i l d r e n  in the cour s e  of pra g m a t i c  d e v e l o p ­
m e n t  is to learn w h e n  not to presuppose, since th e y  a s s u m e  t heir listeners' 
w o r l d  and e x p e r i e n c e s  are identical to t h e i r  own. Th i s  e g o c e n t r i c  
b e h a v i o r  in lan g u a g e  is d i s c u s s e d  at g r e a t e r  length in the s e c tio n on 
T he D e v e l o p m e n t  of C o m m u n i c a t i v e  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  (p. 13).
Con v e r s a t i o n a l  Po s t u l a t e s
C o n v e r s a t i o n a l  p o s t u l a t e s  are a s s u m p t i o n s  a b o u t  the n a t u r e  of 
human conver sation. It is a s s u m e d  that normal s peake rs w h o  e n t e r  into 
a c o n v e r s a t i o n  agree to be c o o p e r a t i v e  in that they will tell the truth, 
they will o f f e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  a s s u m e d  to be new and rele v a n t  to t h e i r 
listeners, and they will only requ e s t  i n f o r m a t i o n  that they s i n c e r e l y  
w a n t  to have.
Intentional v i o l a t i o n s  of these a s s u m p t i o n s  c o n t r i b u t e  additional 
i n f o r m a t i o n  to m e s sag es. Irony and s a r c a s m  are v i o l a t i o n s  in that the 
i n f o r m a t i o n  stated is not e x p l i c i t l y  true as in a person's statement,
"What w o n der ful we a t h e r ! "  on a cold, rainy day. S p e a k e r s  v i o l a t e  the 
p os t u l a t e  of only asking f or inform a t i o n  they s i n c e r e l y  wa n t  to have 
w h e n  they use polite speech. A  s p e ake r asking, "Do y o u  kn o w  the time?" 
is r e ally saying, "Tell me. the.ti me," in a p o lite way.
Young c h i l d r e n  do not always u n d e r s t a n d  v i o l a t i o n s  of c o n v e r ­
sational postulates. Instead, they take the st a t e m e n t s  a c c o r d i n g  to
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t h e i r  literal meanin gs. If an a dult asks, "Can y o u  pick up y o u r  toys?" 
a child m a y  s i mply reply, "Yes," not re a l i z i n g  that this p o l i t e  request 
was r e ally an indire ct i n s t r u c t i o n  to pick up the toys.
The a b i l i t y  to use l a n g u a g e  in s u b t l e  forms, and to c o r r e c t l y
pred i c t  w h i c h  a s s u m p t i o n s  1 istene rs s h a r e , is o n e  o f  the h i g h e s t  a c h i e v e ­
m ents in p r a g m a t i c  d e v e l o p m e n t  (Bates, 1976). Bates has used a Pia- 
getian f r a m e w o r k  to d e s c r i b e  the d e v e l o p m e n t  of p r a g m a t i c  structures.
A d i s c u s s i o n  of how P i a g e t ' s  c o g n i t i v e  stages relate to the d e v e l o p m e n t  
of Bates' pra g m a t i c  s t r u c t u r e s  follows.
P l a g e t i a n  T h e o r y  and P r a g ma tics
No theo r y  of lang u a g e  a c q u i s i t i o n  has been e x p l i c i t l y  p ropos ed by 
Piaget, a l t h o u g h  he did d e f i n e  w h a t  he d e t e r m i n e d  to be the r e l a t i o n s h i p  
b e t wee n lang u a g e  and intellectual o p erat ions. A c c o r d i n g  to S i n c l a i r  d e - Z w a r t
(Elkind and Flavell, 1969), P i a g e t  felt that the sour c e s  o f  intellectual o p ­
eratio ns are not found in language, but in the preverbal s e n s o r i m o t o r  period 
w h e r e  a s y stem of schemes is e l a b o r a t e d  that p r e f i g u r e s  s t r u c t u r e s  of classes, 
relations, and e l e m e n t a r y  forms of c o n v e r s a t i o n  and o p e r a t i v e  r e v ers ibility. 
The fo r m a t i o n  of r e p r e s entational thou g h t  and the a c q u i s i t i o n  of lan g u a g e  
b e l o n g  to the m o r e  general process that c o n s t i t u t e s  the s y m b o l i c  func t i o n  
in general. T he child who is ju s t  b e g i n n i n g  to c o m m u n i c a t e  v e r b a l l y  has 
a l r e a d y  learned to rep r e s e n t  his r e a lit y in s y m b o l i c  form d u r i n g  play.
"The s y m b o l i c  func t i o n  can be defi n e d  e s s e n t i a l l y  as the c a p a c i t y  to r e p ­
resent realit y t h r oug h the i n t e r m e d i a r y  o f  s i g n i f i e r s  that are d i s t i n c t  
from w h a t  they signify" ( S i ncl air d e - Z w a r t  in Elkind and Flavell, 1969, p.
318). T he first v e r b a l i z a t i o n s ,  symbol ic play, and d e f e r r e d  i m i t a t i o n  are
all linked t o g e t h e r  in the symb o l i c  fun c t i o n  in that they are all signals 
used to r e p r e s e n t  r e a lit y and in that they are d i s t i n c t  fr o m  w h a t  they 
si gni f y .
P i a g e t  regard ed l a n g u a g e  as a r e a d y - m a d e  s y s t e m  that c ontai ns 
a w e a l t h o f  c o g n i t i v e  instr u m e n t s  such as rel a t i o n s  and c l a sse s a v a i l ­
able to thought. L i n g u i s t i c  struct ures are i n i t i a l l y  a c q u i r e d  as 
s e n s o r i m o t o r  schemes and, c o o r d i n a t e d  into practical groups, beco m e  
t r a n s f o r m e d  into operations. O p e r a t i o n s  are d e f i n e d  as action s that 
have become i n t e r i o r i z e d  and reversible.
P i a g e t i a n  t h eory is biological in that it p ropos es that d e v e l o p ­
mental stages are m a n i f e s t e d  as a child passes t h r oug h matur a t i o n a l  
phases; it is pra g m a t i c  in that it places e m p h a s i s  on the a c t i v e  p r o ­
c e s s i n g  of e x p e r i e n c e  as c h i l d r e n  learn to deal e f f e c t i v e l y  w i t h  variou s  
co n d i t i o n s  and cont e x t s  they encounter.
Th e  f o l l o w i n g  section, C o g n i t i v e / P r a g m a t i c  Dev e l o p m e n t a l  Stages, 
provides the r e ader wi t h  a b r i e f  r e v i e w  of each of P iaget 's fo u r  stages 
of c o g n i t i v e  d e v e lo pment, as well as the rel a t i o n  o f  each s tage to the 
d e v e l o p m e n t  of pr a g m a t i c  structures.
C o g n i t i v e / P r a g m a t i c  D e v e l o p m e n t a l  Stag e s
S e n s o r i m o t o r  S t a g e  
(birth to two years)
In this e a r l i e s t  stage, infants b uild a basis for their t hinki ng 
by d e v e l o p i n g  their p e r c e p t i o n s  and t heir a b i l i t y  to m a n i p u l a t e  object s 
throug h e x p e r i e n c e  wi t h  their enviro nment. A c c o r d i n g  to Bates (1976), 
p e r f o r m a t i v e s  have t heir b e g i n n i n g s  in the p r e l i n g u i s t i c  stage. T h e
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in tent ion to c o m m u n i c a t e  is inferr ed from g e s tur es, eye contact, and 
p r e l i n g u i s t i c  vo c a l i z a t i o n s .  B e f o r e  they learn to talk, c h i l d r e n  use 
adults as a m e a n s  to o b t a i n  d e s ire d goals such as in poin t i n g  to objects 
or cryi n g  wh e n  hungry.
O n e - w o r d  m e s s a g e s  are viewed as p e r f o r m a t i v e s , m a r k e d  as com m a n d s  
or labels, by a c c o m p a n y i n g  gest u r e s  and intonation. T h e y  obey the rules 
of i n f o r m a t i v e n e s s  and a p p r o p r i a t e n e s s  in a given context.
Preope r a t i o n a l  S t age 
(two to seven years)
C h i l d r e n  c o n t i n u e  to e x p l o r e  and a t t e m p t  to o r g a n i z e  t h e i r  w o r l d  
at this stage. M o s t  of the lear n i n g  that o c curs is i n t u i t i v e  as o p p o s e d  
to logical. C h i l d r e n  m a k e  m a n y  de d u c t i o n s  and a r r i v e  at some level of 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g ,  but they are not ye t  able to e x p l a i n  w h a t  they know. Th e  
c h i ld' s k n o w l e d g e  is not y e t  s y s t e m a t i z e d  and t h o u g h t  p r o c e s s e s  are 
i rreversible. T h e y  c a n n o t  y e t  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  b e t wee n w o r d s  and their 
refere nts or b e t w e e n  s e l f - c r e a t e d  play, dreams, and reality. Th i s  stage 
is m a r k e d  by e g o c e n t r i c i t y  in that childr en see the w o r l d  from only 
t heir points of view.
T h e  c h i ld' s speech at this stage shifts from u t t e r i n g  simp l e  or 
partial p r o p o s i t i o n s  to e n c o d i n g  both the topic and c o m m e n t  elem e n t s  as 
well as r e f e re nces to c o n t e x t  includ ing the speaker, listener, and r e l a ­
ti v e  place and time of the utterances.
C o n c r e t e  O p e r a t ional S t aqe 
~~[seven to twelve years)
C h i l d r e n  begin, at this stage, to w o r k  m e n t a l l y  wi t h  thoughts 
a b o u t  c o n c r e t e  e x p e r i e n c e s  w i t h o u t  having to m a n u a l l y  m a n i p u l a t e  materi als.
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T h e  e s s e n c e  of the c o n c r e t e  operational level of thought is the child' s 
a b i l i t y  to solve a v a r i e t y  of proble ms in a s y s t em atic fashion. A child 
is able to f o rmul ate h y p o t h e s e s  and e x p l a n a t i o n s  a bout c o n c r e t e  matters.
At this stage the p h e n o m e n o n  of ref l e x i o n  b e c ome s general (Piaget, 1926). 
R e f l e x i o n  is defi n e d  as the ten d e n c y  to u nify beliefs and opin i o n s  and s y s ­
tem a t i z e  them in a m a n n e r  to avoid co n t r a d i c t i o n .  Befo r e  the age of seven 
or eight, c h i l d r e n  m a k e  no effort to stick to an o p i nio n on a subject, but 
adapt s u c c e s s i v e  opi n i o n s  on d i f f e r e n t  occ a s i o n s  that, if compar ed, w o u l d  
c o n t r a d i c t  each other.
At the c o n c r e t e  operat ional level, t h o u g h t  p r o ces ses beco m e  r e ­
versible. A  child learns to group, relate, and class o b j e c t s  hierar c h i c a l l y .  
T h i s  s y s t e m  of c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is r e v e r s i b l e  and, thus, o p e r at ional, i.e., 
a child can see that a man can be a f a t h e r  or a p o s tma n and that one man 
can be both. A n o t h e r  basic s t r u c t u r e  that e v o lve s a p p r o x i m a t e l y  the same 
time as c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  is the a b i l i t y  to a r r a n g e  items in serial o r d e r  
fr o m  less to more, s m a l l e r  to bigger, etc.
T h e  m a n i f e s t  c r i t e r i o n  for the full operational st r u c t u r e  is 
o b s e r v e d  w h e n  the c o n c e p t  of c o n s e r v a t i o n  is perceived. T h e  child u n d e r ­
stands th a t  external c h a n g e s  or t r a n s f o r m a t i o n s  of cert a i n  a s p ect s of 
physical object s can be reversed, e.g., a long, rolled o ut piece o f  cl a y 
can have the same ma s s  as a small ball of clay.
In terms of language, this a b i l i t y  to r e v ers e m e a n s  a child can 
e n c o d e  and decode his own se n t e n c e s  b e f o r e  s peaki ng them. He is able to 
c o n s i d e r  his own and his l i s t e n e r ' s  v i e w p o i n t s  and the amou n t s  of i n f o r ­
m a t i o n  that can or c a n n o t  be presupposed. At this stage, e g o c e n t r i c i t y  
in l a n g u a g e  declin es; a child begins to use so c i a l i z e d  speech. E g o c e n t r i c i t y  
is d i s c u s s e d  f u r t h e r  in T he D e v e l o p m e n t  of C o m m u n i c a t i v e  E f f e c t i v e n e s s  (p. 13).
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F o r m a l O p e r a t i o n a l Stage  
{ a d o l e scence)
Piaget's final s tage of c o g n i t i v e  d e v e l o p m e n t  is that at w h i c h  
truly abst r a c t  thinki ng takes place. T h e  child can c o n s t r u c t  theori es 
and m a k e  logical d e d u c t i o n s  w i t h o u t  empirical evidence. He can c o n s t r u c t  
c o n t r a r y - t o - f a c t  h y p o t h e s e s  and reason a bout them "as if" they w e r e  true.
At this stage the child's d e v e l o p m e n t  of p r a g m a t i c  struct ures 
should be at the a dult level. He should be able to a c c u r a t e l y  p r e ­
su p pos e the a m ount of infor m a t i o n  that he and his l i s t e n e r  share in 
c o m m u n i c a t i v e  i ntera ctions, as well as the a m o u n t  of i n f o r m a t i o n  it is 
n e c e s s a r y  to e n code m o r e  explic itly. A child should n ow rec o g n i z e  v i o ­
lations of c o n ver sational po s t u l a t e s  and respon d a p p r o p r i a t e l y  to forms 
of p o lite speech, e.g., "Do y ou know the time?" Forms of s a r c a s m  and 
irony should be u n d e r s t o o d  and should no l o n g e r  be taken literally.
T h e  D e v e l o p m e nt of C o m m u n i c a t i v e  E f f e c t i v e n e s s
T he e f f e c t i v e n e s s  of c o m m u n i c a t i o n  is m e a s u r e d  a c c o r d i n g  to the 
d e g r e e  of c o r r e s p o n d e n c e  betw e e n  the m e s s a g e  encode d by a s p e a k e r  and 
that deco d e d  by a listener. S p e a k e r s  can m a x i m i z e  their e f f e c t i v e n e s s  
by c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  listeners' a t t r i b u t e s  (age, sex, kn o w l e d g e  
of subject, etc.), and by r e c e p t i v e n e s s  to feed b a c k  from t h e i r  l i s ten ers 
that m a y  indica te c o m m u n i c a t i o n  failure. W h e r e  adults m a k e  an e f f o r t  to 
u n d e r s t a n d  and be unders t o o d ,  y o u n g  c h i l d r e n  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  assu m e  they 
u n d e r s t a n d  and are understood.
Young c h i l d r e n ' s  speech is e g o c e n t r i c  in that they do not p e r ­
c eive l i s t e n e r  attrib utes, n e i t h e r  are they r e c e p t i v e  to feed b a c k  from
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t h e i r  listeners. T h e y  speak to others ju s t  as they m i g h t  talk to them- 
s e l v e s - - a s s u m i n g  that t h e i r  listeners' e x p e r i e n c e s  are the same as t h e i r  
own.
To the extent that the child fails to discriminate those role
attributes of the other which are relevant to the sort of message
the child should send to the other, in the latter's role of listener, 
to that extent is the message likely to be ill-adapted to the other's 
informational needs, and hence inadequately communicative. Conversely, 
to the extent that the child does take an accurate measure of the 
other's role attributes, and then actively uses this knowledge to 
shape and adapt this message accordingly, to that extent ought the 
communication be an effective, nonegocentric one (Flavell, 1968, 
p. 8).
It has been s u g g e s t e d  (Flavell, 1968; Moerk, 1977; Piaget, 1926) that
role taking skills and c o m m u n i c a t i v e  b e h a v i o r s  m e d i a t e d  by these skills
d e v e l o p  wi t h  age as e g o c e n t r i c  s p eech beco m e s  m o r e  socialized.
P i a g e t  (1926) c o m p a r e d  c h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to relate s t o rie s and 
inst r u c t i o n s  to their peers. T h e  a b i l i t y  was m e a s u r e d  in terms of how 
m u c h  t h e i r  l i s ten ers had understood. R e s ult s of the study i n d ica ted 
that spe a k e r s  ages six to seven gave p o orly o r d e r e d  acc o u n t s  to their 
l is t e n e r s  and, in general, did not c o n s i d e r  t h e i r  listeners' viewpo ints.
By the age of seven and o n e - h a l f  to eight, c h i l d r e n  seemed to have 
learne d not to p r e s u p p o s e  that their l i s ten ers w o u l d  a u t o m a t i c a l l y  
u n d e r s t a n d  them and, thus, they gave c o r r e c t l y  o r d e r e d  a c c o u n t s  of 
information. P i aget c o n c l u d e d  that the e c o c e n t r i c  factors of verbal 
e x p r e s s i o n  (elliptical style, i n d e t e r m i n a t e  pronou ns, etc.) and of 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  itself, as well as lack of order, do not a l l o w  g e n u i n e  
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  b e t w e e n  c h i l d r e n  b e f o r e  the age of seven or eight. T h e s e  
c o n c l u s i o n s  s u g g e s t  that the eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  used in 
the p r e s e n t  study should have the a b i l i t y  to give c o r r e c t l y  o r d ere d 
accoun ts of stories.
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In a study by Krauss and G l u c k s b e r g  (1969), boys in k inder garten,  
first, third, and fifth grades we r e  given the task of d e s c r i b i n g  a group 
of items o n e - b y - o n e  to a 1 i s t e n e r  seated b e hind a screen. T h e  l i s t e n e r  
was to c h oose the items from an identical group that fit the speakers' 
descri ptions. Result s i n d ica ted that, as grade level increased, the s p e a k ­
ers' d e s c r i p t i o n s  improv ed as m e a s u r e d  by the l i s t e n e r ' s  a b i l i t y  to c o r ­
r ect l y  c h oose the items descri bed. This s ugges ts that o l d e r  c h i l d r e n  will 
take into a c c o u n t  the d i f f i c u l t i e s  an unseen l i s t e n e r  m a y  e x p e r i e n c e  in 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g  messages.
Hoy (1975) i n v e s t i g a t e d  the a b i lit y of five-, seven-, and nine- 
y e a r - o l d  chil d r e n  in terms of i nstru cting peers in model building. T he  
i nst r u c t i o n s  w e r e  given u n d e r  four i n c r e a s i n g l y  r e s t r i c t i v e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
situations. R e s ult s i n d ica ted that the i n s t r u c t i o n s  of o l d e r  c hildr en 
w e r e  m o r e  l i s t e n e r  appr o p r i a t e ,  and also that the i n s t r u c t i o n s  given u n d e r  
the least r e s t r i c t i v e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  cha n n e l s  w e r e  m o r e  effect ive. Hoy 
c o n c l u d e d  that, in m e a s u r i n g  egoc e n t r i s m ,  l i s t e n e r  a t t r i b u t e s  and 
s ituational parame ters m u s t  also be considered.
R e s ult s of Piaget's, Krauss and G 1 u c k s b e r g ' s , and Hoy's studies 
all indica te that c h i l d r e n  b e t wee n seven to nine y e a r s  of age are able 
to va r y  t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  in o r d e r  to c o m m u n i c a t e  e f f e c t i v e l y  to listeners 
w i t h  d i f f e r e n t  role attributes. T h e s e  results lend s u p p o r t  to this 
w r i t e r ’s h y p o t h e s i s  that eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  will v a r y  
t heir m e s s a g e s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  to listen ers they can o r  c a n n o t  see.
C h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t y  to c o r r e c t l y  a s sess t h e i r  listeners' needs 
a c c o r d i n g  to v a r y i n g  list e n e r  at t r i b u t e s  has also been a s s e s s e d  by Flavell 
(1968) and D o l l a g h a n  (1977). Flavell found that s e cond g r a d e  chil d r e n
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e x p l a i n e d  a game to s i g hte d l i sten ers and b l i n d f o l d e d  l i sten ers in the 
same way. E i ghth grade subjec ts seemed to u n d e r s t a n d  that b l i n d f o l d e d  
and sighte d l i s ten ers needed d i f f e r e n t  a m o unt s of i n f o r m a t i o n  in o r d e r  
to be a d e q u a t e l y  informed. T h e y  comp o s e d  m e s s a g e s  c o n t a i n i n g  m o r e  
d i f f e r e n t  w ords for the b l i n d f o l d e d  listeners.
D o l l a g h a n  (1977) i n v e s t i g a t e d  the d i f f e r e n c e  betwee n m e s s a g e s  
c o n v e y e d  by s e v e n - y e a r - o l d  boys to a d ults and four-y e a r - o l d s .  Her 
results indica ted that the subjec ts e m p l o y e d  d i f f e r e n t  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  in 
c o m m u n i c a t i n g  w i t h  l i s t e n e r s  of d i f f e r e n t  ages. M e s s a g e s  to the y o u n g e r  
listen ers c o n s i s t e d  of a g r e a t e r  n u m b e r  of u t t e r a n c e s  and gestur es, 
s h o r t e r  u t t e r a n c e  length, and m o r e  a t t e m p t s  to d e t e r m i n e  if t h e i r  l i s t e n ­
ers had understood.
Flavell's results i n d ica ted that s e v e n - y e a r - o l d s  are not s e n s i ­
tive to l i s t e n e r  needs in terms of being v i s i b l e  to t h e i r  listener, w h i l e  
D o l l a g h a n ' s  results i n d ica ted that s e v e n - y e a r - o l d s  w e r e  se n s i t i v e  to the 
needs of listen ers of d i f f e r e n t  ages. The pres e n t  s tudy d e t e r m i n e s  if 
c h i l d r e n  w ho are one to two y e a r s  o l d e r  than Fla v e l l ' s  or Dolla g h a n ' s  
s ubjec ts are s e n s i t i v e  to l i s t e n e r  needs when they can or c a n n o t  see 
the pers o n  to w h o m  they are speaking.
I n v e s t i g a t i o n s  by Fry (1966), C ohen and Klein (1968), and 
A s h e r  (1976) also indica te that o l d e r  subj e c t s  d e l i v e r  m o r e  e f f e c t i v e 
m e s s a g e s  to their listeners. Fry (1966) a s s e s s e d  the e f f ect s of giving 
e l e v e n -  and t w e l v e - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  trai n i n g  in c o m m u n i c a t i o n  s i t u at ions 
so as to d e t e r m i n e  if their m e s s a g e s  w o u l d  incr e a s e  in effectiveness.. His 
r esults i n dica ted that trai n i n g  did improv e e f f e c t i v e n e s s  in s i t u a t i o n s 
s i m i l a r  to the t raini ng tasks in that s peake rs learne d to be more
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c o n c i s e  and direct.
Cohen and Klein (.1968) used third, fifth, and sevent h graders 
to asse s s  referent com m u n i c a t i o n .  The subj e c t s  w e r e  p a ired into speaker/ 
l i s t e n e r  couples and each w e r e  given identical wo r d  pairs. The s p e ake r 
gave clues such that his l i s t e n e r  could d e t e r m i n e  w h i c h  wo r d  o f  the 
pair was the referent. Result s showed that the o l d e r  subj e c t s  gave 
m o r e  e f f e c t i v e  clues.
U sing a s i m i l a r  task, A s h e r  (1976) i n v e s t i g a t e d  c h i l d r e n ' s  
a b i l i t y  to a p p r a i s e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  accuracy. Second, fourth, and sixth 
g rade c hildr en gave clues for w o r d  pairs in w h i c h  the ref e r e n t  and 
n o n r e f e r e n t  were similar. O ne half the subj e c t s  j u d g e d  the q u a l i t y  of 
t h e i r  own clues w h i l e  the o t h e r  half j u d g e d  the q u a l i t y  o f  a peer's 
clues. C o m m u n i c a t i o n  a c c u r a c y  improv ed across g r a d e  level. The y o u n g e r  
s ubjec ts tended to o v e r e s t i m a t e  the n u m b e r  of cues that w e r e  effective.
All o f  the studie s cited s u g ges t that ch i l d r e n ' s  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  
e f f i c i e n c y  g e n e r a l l y  increa ses wi t h  age. This c o m m u n i c a t i o n  e f f i c i e n c y  
is sy n o n y m o u s  with the d e v e l o p m e n t  of role taking or a b i l i t y  to v i e w  
the w o r l d  from a n o t h e r ' s  viewpoint.
The ability to infer another's capabilities, attributes, 
expectation, feelings and potential reactions . . . implies 
the ability to differentiate the other's view from one's own and 
the ability to shift, balance and evaluate both perceptual and 
cognitive object input, all of which is clearly cognitive (Selman, 
1971).
Piaget has argued t h r o u g h o u t  his work that c h i l d r e n ' s  c o n v e r ­
sations are e g o c e n t r i c  in c h a r a c t e r  until the age of seven to seven 
and o n e - h a l f  w h e n  the intellectual proces ses o f  causal e x p l a n a t i o n  
and logical j u s t i f i c a t i o n  appear. In Pi a g e t i a n  terms, role taking 
abilit y, or the tr a n s i t i o n  from e g o c e n t r i c  to s o c i a l i z e d  spee c h  can be
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seen as the d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  social and c o g n i t i v e  decen t e r i n g ,  D o n ald son 
(1979) does not a gree wi t h  Piaget. She has a r g u e d  that preschool c h i l d ­
ren are not so limited in t h e i r  a b i l i t y  to take a n o t h e r  pers o n ' s  p e r ­
spective. Some empirical e v i d e n c e  exists to s u p p o r t  her viewpoint.
In a study by Shatz and Gelman (1973), it was d e m o n s t r a t e d  that 
f o u r - y e a r - o l d s  a d j u s t e d  their s p e e c h  to d i f f e r e n t  aged listeners. When 
talk i n g  to t w o - y e a r - o l d s , the f o u r - y e a r - o l d s  p r o d u c e d  s h o r t e r  sentences. 
Speech a d d r e s s e d  to o t h e r  f o u r - y e a r - o l d s  m o s t  c l o s e l y  r e s e m b l e d  speech 
a d d r e s s e d  to adults.
Peterson, Danner, and Flavell (1972) i n v e s t i g a t e d  the res p o n s e s  of 
four- and s e v e n - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  w h e n  p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  i n d i c a t i o n s  of 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  failure. T h e i r  result s in d i c a t e d  that both four- and seven- 
y e a r - o l d s  read i l y  r e f o r m u l a t e d  t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  when e x p l i c i t l y  req u e s t e d 
to do so. The s e v e n - y e a r - o l d s  r e f o r m u l a t e d  t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  wh e n  reques ts 
we r e  implicit, e.g., "I d on't u n d e r s t a n d . "  T h e r e  was e v i d e n c e  that the 
f o u r - y e a r - o l d s  also i n t e r p r e t e d  this type of f e e d b a c k  as a r e q u e s t  for 
help, but they d i dn't u n d e r s t a n d  wh a t  kind of help was needed. N e i t h e r 
age g r o u p  r e f o r m u l a t e d  their m e s s a g e s  w h e n  c o n f r o n t e d  on l y  wi t h  nonverbal 
facial e x p r e s s i o n s  o f  l i s t e n e r  n o n c o m p r e h e n s i o n .
In the p r e sen t study the subj e c t s  w ho can see t h e i r  listen ers 
m a y  be p r e s e n t e d  w i t h  facial e x p r e s s i o n s  i n d i c a t i n g  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  f a i l ­
ure, w h i l e  the subjec ts w ho c a n n o t  see their l i s ten ers will not have 
these kinds of clues a v a i l a b l e  to them. Subjec ts wh o  can see their 
listeners' facial clues have the o p t i o n  o f  a d j u s t i n g  t h e i r  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  
accord ingly.
Mara t s o s  (1973) used a s i m p l e r  task than e i t h e r  Flavell or Krauss
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and G l u c k s b e r g  to a s sess y o u n g  c h i l d r e n ' s  a b i l i t i e s  to take into a c c o u n t  
i m p ort ant aspect s o f  t h e i r  listeners' s i t u a t i o n s  and e n code i n f o r m a t i o n  
approp r i a t e l y .
Three- to f i v e - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  w e r e  given the task of i n s t r u c t ­
ing a l i s t e n e r  on w h i c h  of cert a i n  toys to p lace in a toy car. One 
g roup of c h i l d r e n  was led to b e l i e v e  that t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  could not see 
them; a n o t h e r  group was aware that t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  could see them. The 
second g r o u p  o f  c h i l d r e n  m e r e l y  pointe d to the toys. The c h i l d r e n  wh o  
though t their l i s t e n e r  could not see th e m  ma d e  an e f f o r t  to v e r b a l l y 
d e s c r i b e  the p a r t i c u l a r  toys.
R esults o f  the Shatz and Gelman , Peters on, Danner, and Flavell, 
an d  Mara t s o s  studie s lend s u p p o r t  to D o n a l d s o n ' s  v i e w p o i n t  that preschool 
chil d r e n  are not as e g o c e n t r i c  as P i aget a r g u e d  in that they do take 
some a c c o u n t  o f  t h e i r  listeners' needs.
Maratsos' f indin gs a re of p a r t i c u l a r  c o n c e r n  to the presen t 
s t u d y  in that speake rs in both studies are c o n f r o n t e d  wi t h  s i m i l a r  
l i s t e n e r  situations. Since it has been d e m o n s t r a t e d  that preschool 
c h ildr en, wh e n  p r e s e n t e d  with a s i m p l e  task, c h a n g e  t h e i r  m e t h o d  of 
c o m m u n i c a t i n g  w h e n  s p e a k i n g  to l i s t e n e r s  they c a n n o t  see, it seems to 
f o l l o w  that e i ght- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  shou l d  also have the 
a b i l i t y  to c o m m u n i c a t e  e f f e c t i v e l y  d e p e n d i n g  on v a r yin g l i s t e n e r  role 
a ttri b u t e s .  T here are, however, several imp o r t a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  
the M a r a t s o s  s t u d y  and the p r e sen t i n v est igation. First, since the s u b ­
jects are older, the task p r e s e n t e d  is c o n s i d e r a b l y  m o r e  complex. V e r ­
bal m e s s a g e s  are requ i r e d  of s peake rs u n d e r  both l i s t e n e r  c o n d it ions 
b e c aus e pointi ng is not a v a i l a b l e  as a p o s s i b l e  r e s p o n s e  as in the
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Mara t s o s  investigation. C o n s i d e r i n g  the task presen ted, it is p o s s i b l e 
that a s p e a k e r  would not find it n e c e s s a r y  to a l t e r  his m e s s a g e  under 
the two l i s t e n e r  condi t i o n s ,  i.e., a s p e ake r wi t h  s u f f i c i e n t  l i n g u i s t i c  
m a t u r i t y  could d e l i v e r  the same clear, o r d e r e d  a c c o u n t  of a story to a 
l i s t e n e r  he could see, and to one he could not see, and have his m e s s a g e  
u n d e r s t o o d  e q u a l l y  as well by both listeners.
H y p o t h e s e s  of P r e sen t Study
Two groups o f  s u b j e c t s  w e r e  used to d e t e r m i n e  if d i f f e r e n c e s  
e x i s t e d  in the m a n n e r  w h e r e b y  c h i l d r e n  c o m m u n i c a t e d  to l i sten ers they 
could o r  could not see. It was hoped that the study w o u l d  p r o v i d e  
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e gard ing the a b i l i t y  o f  eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  chi l d r e n 
in "taking the role" of the o t h e r  person in terms of d e t e r m i n i n g  his 
l i s t e n e r ' s  r e s p o n s e  c a t e g o r i e s  and t e n d e n c i e s  in a h i ghly s t r u c t u r e d 
c o m m u n i c a t i o n  situation.
The data c o l l e c t e d  w e r e  ana l y z e d  in terms of ten v a r i a b l e s  
h y p o t h e s i z e d  to reflect c o m m u n i c a t i v e  e f f ect iveness. It was hoped 
that these va r i a b l e s  would sh o w  d i f f e r e n c e s  in the m e s s a g e s  d e l i v e r e d  
to v i s ibl e and not v i s ibl e listeners. The var i a b l e s  e m p l o y e d  and 
the e x a m i n e r ' s  h y p o t h e s i s  r e g a r d i n g  each are listed below.
1. Total n u m b e r  of uttera nces. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the 
total n u m b e r  o f  u t t e ra nces w o u l d  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  for the 
two groups.
2. Ratio of c o m p l e t e  to in c o m p l e t e  utterances. The e x a m i n e r  
b e l i e v e d  that the ratio of c o m p l e t e  to i n c o m p l e t e  u t t e ra nces w o u l d  
d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  for the two groups.
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3. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  per com p l e t e  utterance. See V a r i a b l e  4 
for hypothesis.
4. Numb e r  of words per incomp lete utterance. It was felt that, 
for Var i a b l e s  3 a nd 4, the n u mber of words per u t t e r a n c e ,  c o m p l e t e  and 
i ncomp lete, w o u l d  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  for the two groups.
5. Number, of v e rifi ers used. It was h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the group 
of subjec ts who could see their lis t e n e r  w o u l d  use m o r e  ve r i f i e r s  b e c aus e 
they could o b t a i n  list e n e r  fee d b a c k  re g a r d i n g  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  o f  their 
m e s s a g e s  via facial expres sions.
6. C o r r e c t  versus in c o r r e c t  use of d e f i n i t e  and in d e f i n i t e  
articles. It w as h y p o t h e s i z e d  that no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w o u l d  be 
ob s e r v e d  in using a p p r o p r i a t e  r e f e r e n c e  as r e f l e c t e d  in d e f i n i t e  and 
i n d e f i n i t e  articles.
7. Number of static a d j e c t i v e s  (those r e f e r r i n g  to perceptual 
prope r t i e s ,  i.e., shape, size, sound, texture, color). The e x a m i n e r  
e x p e c t e d  that one group of s ubjec ts w o u l d  use a s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g r e a t e r  
nu mber of a d j e c t i v e s  in r e l a t i n g  their stories.
8. Corr e c t  versus i n c orr ect s e q u e n c i n g  of events. The e x a m i n e r  
beli e v e d  that no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w o u l d  e x i s t  in terms of o r d e r ­
ing events c o r r e c t l y  in t e l l i n g  the stories.
9. Numb e r  of i n s tan ces of redundancy. It w as e x p e c t e d  that 
there w o u l d  be a s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  b e t w e e n  the two groups in 
instan ces of redundancy.
10. C l a r i t y  score. (The scale o f  c l a r i t y  is e x p l a i n e d  in the 
next c h apte r.) It was e x p e c t e d  that there w o u l d  be s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ­
ences betwee n the two groups in their use of c l e a r  messag es.
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R a t ion ale for the v a r i a b l e s  c h o s e n  are d i s c u s s e d  in C h a p t e r  2, 
M a t e r i a l s  and Procedures.
C h a p t e r  2 
M A T E R I A L S  A N D  P R O C E D U R E S
S u b j e cts
T w e n t y - f i v e  s ubjec ts p a r t i c i p a t e d  in the study. One s u b j e c t  was 
e x c l u d e d  b e c a u s e  tape t r a n s c r i p t i o n  wa s  d i f f i c u l t  due to poor i n t e l l i ­
gibility. All of the subjec ts we r e  e n r o l l e d  in the third g r a d e  at the 
Pre s c o t t  and H e l l g a t e  E l e m e n t a r y  School s in M i s s o u l a ,  Montana.
All subjects, Ca u c a s i a n  males, ages 8-0 t h r o u g h  9-2, m et the 
f ol l o w i n g  criteria:
1. F u n c t i o n i n g  at or a b o v e  third g rade level in all a c a d e m i c  
'subjects as de t e r m i n e d  by p e r m a n e n t  school records.
2. C o n s u l t a t i o n s  wi t h  the c l a s s r o o m  t eache rs i n d ica ted that s u b ­
jects were not affe c t e d  by any speech, la n g u a g e ,  hearin g, ac a d e m i c ,  q r  
r e a din g problem(s).
3. W r i t t e n  parental p e r m i s s i o n  was obtained.
The list e n e r  in the study, a f e male g r a d u a t e  s t u d e n t  in C o m m u n ­
ication Sci e n c e s  and Disord ers, was the same for all s ubjec ts under 
both condit ions. The l i s t e n e r  was in s t r u c t e d  to give no verbal f e e d ­
back u n d e r  e i t h e r  lis t e n e r  condit ion. Head sign a l s  w e r e  a l l o w e d  for 
"yes" or "no" u n d e r  the 1 istene r v i s ibl e condition.
P r oced ure
The t e s tin g w as c o n d u c t e d  at the e l e m e n t a r y  school s in w h i c h  the
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subjects w e r e  enrolled. Each s u b jec t was b r o u g h t  by the e x a m i n e r  into a 
small test i n g  room w h e r e  a table and three chairs w e r e  set up. No specif ic 
o r d e r  was f o l l o w e d  in terms of w h i c h  s ubjec ts w e r e  b r o u g h t  into the t e s tin g 
situat on first. T h e  e x a m i n e r  w e n t  to the subjects' c l a s s r o o m  and took two 
to three subjec ts to the test room. O ne s u b j e c t  was b r o ugh t into the test 
room w h i l e  the other(s) w a i t e d  o u t s i d e  in the hall. T h e  experi mental c o n ­
d i tion was c h a n g e d  a f t e r  each subject, i.e., the f i r s t  s u b jec t was placed 
un d e r  the l i s t e n e r  v i s i b l e  condit ion, the second was placed u n d e r  the 
l i s t e n e r  not v i s i b l e  condit ion, etc.
The a d u l t  l i s t e n e r  was seated in the room w h e n  the s u b j e c t  arrived. 
T he s u b jec t was i n t r od uced to the e x a m i n e r  and the listener. T he i n t r o ­
duc t i o n s  we r e  f o l l o w e d  by a 3 0-60 second p e r i o d  of e s t a b l i s h i n g  r a p p o r t  
wi t h  the subject.
Th e  f o l l o w i n g  i n s t r u c t i o n s  w e r e  then given to all subjects:
We're going to have some fun telling stories with pictures. First,
I ’ll tell you a story using these pictures, and then you will get to 
use some other pictures and tell a story to Elizabeth. Listen care­
fully to my story and see how I tell my story to go with the pictures. 
We'll have Elizabeth wait outside so she can't see the pictures.
A t  this p oint E l i z ab eth, the adult listen er, left the room. T he
ex a m i n e r  showed the s u b j e c t  a t h r e e - p i c t u r e  s e q u e n c e  s t o r y  and told the
f o l l o w i n g  narrative:
T r a i n i n g  Story
In this first picture we see a clever frog who is in a place he 
should not be. He is in a fancy restaurant and is going to pull a 
sneaky trick. He has taken a big jump and is ready to land in some­
one's delicious green salad.
Here (second picture) we see the poor lady who was served the salad. 
Our sneaky frog friend has decided to let the woman know he's there and,
25
although he looks happy, the woman looks surprised, shocked, and angry. 
Well, naturally (third picture), this woman was not happy about being 
served a salad with a live frog in it and has immediately gone to the 
boss to complain. She is very upset. The waiter who served her the 
salad (examiner pointed to the waiter in the first picture) is also 
very angry and looks like he is going to set out and find that sneaky, 
clever frogi
T he trai n i n g  story pict u r e  was then put aside. The subj e c t  receiv ed 
fu r t h e r  instructions.
Now, it's your turn. You take a couple of minutes and look care­
fully at these pictures (subject was given a three-picture sequence 
story) and make up a good story to tell Elizabeth. After a couple of 
minutes, we'll turn the story card over (examiner demonstrated) and 
have Elizabeth come back in. Then you will tell her the story the 
best way you can. Be sure to remember your story, because you can't 
look at the pictures again when you tell it. Be sure to tell Eliza­
beth everything she needs to know because, later on, she will have to 
tell the story you tell her to another person.
One half of the s ubjec ts w e r e  then told, " E l i za beth will sit right 
across the table f r o m  yo u  here" ( e xami ner pointed to a chair). "You'll 
see her, but she w o n ' t  be able to say a n y t h i n g  to yo u  or a n s w e r  any 
q u e s t i o n s  wh e n  y o u  tell the story." T he o t h e r  half of the subj e c t s  w e r e  
told,
Elizabeth will sit right across the table from you here, but you 
won't be able to see her because I'm going to put this screen up 
between you (examiner showed subject the screen). Elizabeth won't 
be able to say anything to you or answer any questions when you tell 
the story.
Each s u b jec t was given two m i n u t e s  to d e v e l o p  his story. At the 
end of this time, the e x a m i n e r  said, "Now, are y o u  ready? I'll get 
Elizabeth. R e m e m b e r  to tell her the story so that she will be able to 
tell it to some o n e  else later." T h e  l i s t e n e r  (Elizabeth) then ca m e  back 
into the room and was seated. A  screen was put up betwee n the s p e a k e r  
and the l i s t e n e r  for the s ubjec ts w h o  had been so instructed. The 
e x a m i n e r  said, "OK, tell E l i z a b e t h  the story y ou have ready."
26
W h e n  the s u b jec t finished, the e x a m i n e r  asked him if t here was 
a nyt h i n g  he w o u l d  like to add to his story. T h e  s u b jec t was then t h a n k e d  
and r eturn ed to his classroom. All the storie s w e r e  tape record ed f or 
su b s e q u e n t  analysis.
A n a l y s i s  of the Data
Each story was t r a n s c r i b e d  by the e x a m i n e r  and scor e d  for each 
of the ten v a r i a b l e s  listed in C h a p t e r  1 (pp. 20-21). Due to the time 
co n s u m i n g  proces s of t r a n s c r i b i n g  the tapes, the e x a m i n e r  was the only 
judge. C o m p l e t e  t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of the subjects' storie s are r e p r od uced  
in A p p e n d i x  B. T h e  ana l y s i s  of and r a t i o n a l e  f or each v a r i a b l e  a re herein 
described.
1. Total n u m b e r  of utterances. This n u m b e r  includ ed c o m p l e t e  
and in c o m p l e t e  uttera nces. Several subjec ts told a s tory that c o n s i s t e d  
of o ne long s e n t e n c e  c o n n e c t e d  by "and." In these cases the f irst and 
second s t a t em ents c o n n e c t e d  by "and" w e r e  c o u n t e d  as the first u t t e r ­
ance. All s u b s e q u e n t  "ands" w e r e  d i s r e g a r d e d  and the st a t e m e n t s  they 
c o n n e c t e d  w e r e  c o u n t e d  as individual uttera nces. R e p e t i t i o n s  and 
instan ces w h e r e i n  the subjec ts starte d a s t a t e m e n t  o v e r  in the same 
m a n n e r  w e r e  also disreg arded.
S i n c e  D o l l a g h a n ' s  (1977) results d o m o n s t r a t e d  that seven- y e a r -  
olds used m o r e  u t t e r a n c e s  in c o m m u n i c a t i n g  to y o u n g e r  listeners, it was 
h y p o t h e s i z e d  that the total n u m b e r  of u t t e r a n c e s  w o u l d  also d i f f e r  u nder 
the vary i n g  l i s t e n e r  c o n d i t i o n s  in the .present study.
2. R a t i o  of c o m p l e t e  to i n c o m p l e t e  u t tera nces. C o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e s  w e r e  d e f ine d as c o n s i s t i n g  of a noun phra s e  and a ve r b  phrase.
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P i a g e t  argu e d  (1926) that, as c h i l d r e n  m o v e  away fr o m  e g o c e n t r i c  
b e h a v i o r  in t h e i r  speech, elliptical u t t e r a n c e s  d e c r e a s e  in f r e q u e n c y  
and verbal m e s s a g e s  b e come clearer. It is p o s s i b l e  that e n v i r o nmental 
v a r i a b l e s  in c o m m u n i c a t i o n ,  such as seeing or not seei n g  a listener, ma y  
a f f e c t  the degr e e  of e g o c e n t r i c i t y  in speech in terms of using c o m p l e t e  
or in c o m p l e t e  statements.
3. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  per c o m p l e t e  utterance. S h a t z  and Gel;m an (1973) 
found that f o u r - y e a r - o l d  c h i l d r e n  a d j u s t e d  t h e i r  speech to y o u n g e r  l i s t e n ­
ers by using s h o r t e r  utterances. S p e e c h  a d d r e s s e d  to t h e i r  peers w as m o s t  
s i m i l a r  to s p eech a d d r e s s e d  to adults. D o l l a g h a n  (1977) found that seven- 
y e a r - o l d s  spoke in l o n g e r  sen t e n c e s  to a d u l t  listen ers than to f o u r - y e a r - o l d  
listeners. L i s t e n e r  co n d i t i o n s  in this study m a y  also a f f e c t  the length of 
u t t e r a n c e s  speake rs use in c o n v e y i n g  information.
4. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  per i n c o m p l e t e  utterance. T h e  r a t i o n a l e  for 
this v a r i a b l e  is the same as that p r e s e n t e d  f or V a r i a b l e  3.
5. N u m b e r  of v e r i f i e r s  used. Th i s  c a t e g o r y  inc l u d e d  a ny att e m p t s  
a s p e a k e r  m a d e  to d e t e r m i n e  if his m e s s a g e  was b eing unders tood. S t a t e ­
m e n t s  such as "See?" "OK?" "Un d e r s t a n d ? "  ar e  exampl es of p o s s i b l e  v e r i f y ­
ing statements. D o l l a g h a n  (1977) found that s e v e n - y e a r - o l d s  used m o r e  
v e r i f i e r s  in spe a k i n g  to f o u r - y e a r - o l d s  than to adults a l t h o u g h  the 
d i f f e r e n c e  was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  significant.
Even though all s ubjec ts w e r e  i n s t r u c t e d  that no verbal r e spon ses 
w e r e  a l l o w e d  of their listen er, it w o u l d  be p o s s i b l e  fo r  the s peake rs w h o  
could see t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  to seek c o n f i r m a t i o n  t h r oug h facial e x p r e s s i o n s  
or a nod of the l i s t en er's head. It was e x p e c t e d  that, f or this reason, 
the subjec ts u n d e r  the l i s t e n e r  v i s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n  w o u l d  use m o r e  v e r i f i e r s  
f o r  compre hension.
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6. C o r r e c t  v e rsus i n c o r r e c t  u se of d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  a r t i ­
cles. M a r a t s o s  (1976) found that preschool c h i l d r e n  w e r e  d e v e l o p i n g  an 
ab i l i t y  to use specific or n o n s p e c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  to obje c t s  a p p r o p r i a t e l y  
throug h their use of d e f i n i t e  or in d e f i n i t e  articles. It was h y p o t h e ­
sized that this skill w o u l d  be fully d e v e l o p e d  by eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  
speakers and that they w o u l d  c o r r e c t l y  d e t e r m i n e  w h e t h e r  or not a r e f e r ­
en c e  s pecif ic for t h e m se lves w o u l d  be s p e c i f i c  to t heir listener. T he 
li s t e n e r  c o n d i t i o n  was not expe c t e d  to a f f e c t  c o r r e c t  or i n c o r r e c t  use of 
d e f i n i t e  or i n d e fi nite articles.
This v a r i a b l e  w as i nclud ed to d e t e r m i n e  if the e x a m i n e r ' s  hypoth- 
sis w as c o r r e c t  r e g ard ing the skill of eigh t -  to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  s ubjec ts  
using c o r r e c t  reference. In c l u s i o n  of this v a r i a b l e  w o u l d  al s o  p r o v i d e  
d e s c r i p t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  r e gard ing use of r e f e r e n c e  under the two l i s t e n ­
ing c o n d i t i o n s  studie d here.
7. N u m b e r  of static adjectives. A d j e c t i v e s  c o u n t e d  in this 
c a t e g o r y  w e r e  those re f e r r i n g  to perceptual prope r t i e s ,  i.e., shape, 
color, texture, sound, etc. Flavell (1968) found that, w h i l e  no s i g ­
n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  was d e t e r m i n e d  for second g r a d e  subjects, e i g h t h  
g r a d e  s ubjec ts used m o r e  d i f f e r e n t  words w h e n  c o m p o s i n g  m e s s a g e s
to b l i n d f o l d e d  listen ers than to s i g hte d listeners.
T h e  task in the p r e s e n t  study, s t o r y  telling, lends itself 
to the use of d e s c r i p t i v e  terms. T h e  n u m b e r  of a d j e c t i v e s  used was 
ex p e c t e d  to d i f f e r  in the m a n n e r  eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  subjec ts 
d e t e r m i n e d  t h e i r  li s t e n e r ' s  role at t r i b u t e s  u n d e r  the two c o n d i t i o n s  
and c o m p o s e d  t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  accord ingly.
8. C o r r e c t  versus in c o r r e c t  s e q u e n c i n g  of events (depic ted
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on the p i c tur e cards). R e s ult s of Pia g e t ' s  e x p e r i m e n t s  (1926) indica ted 
that chi l d r e n  b e t wee n the ages of six and seven do not o r d e r  events 
c o r r e c t l y  in rela t i n g  information. Lack of o r d e r  is the rule at these 
ages but, by ages seven to eight, lack of o r d e r  is the except ion. The 
c h i l d r e n  used in the p r e sen t s tudy w e r e  e x p e c t e d  to give c o r r e c t l y  
o r d e r e d  accoun ts of t heir storie s u n d e r  both l i s t e n e r  condit ions.
9. N u m b e r  of i n s tan ces of redundancy. This c a t e g o r y  includ ed 
the following:
a. Instances of c o m p l e t e  s e n t e n c e  repetition.
b. Instances of i n c o m p l e t e  senten ce repetition.
c. Instan ces of p a r a p h r a s i n g  a c o m p l e t e  o r  i n c o m p l e t e  sentence.
Th i s  v a r i a b l e  w as incl u d e d  beca u s e  it was e x p e c t e d  that one group
of subjec ts w o u l d  a t t e m p t  to m a k e  its m e s s a g e s  m o r e  c l e a r  t h r o u g h  r e p e ­
tition s a n d / o r  p a r a p h r a s i n g  m o r e  f r e q u e n t l y  than the o t h e r  group. Th e  
e x a m i n e r  did not spec i f y  w h i c h  group was h y p o t h e s i z e d  to use m o r e  
instances of redundancy. Logical e x p l a n a t i o n s  e xist in terms of e i t h e r  
gr o u p  being m o r e  redundant.
On the one hand, the group of subjec ts w h o  c o u l d  see t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  
m a y  have tended to be mo r e  r e d u n d a n t  b e c a u s e  s ubjec ts c o u l d  judge, to a 
li m ite d extent, the d e g r e e  of c o m p r e h e n s i o n  of t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  by o b s e r v i n g  
facial expres sions. If they o b s e r v e d  facial e x p r e s s i o n s  that ind i c a t e d  
to th e m  poor c o m p r e h e n s i o n ,  they could r e peat or p a r a p h r a s e  parts of 
t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  in an a t t e m p t  to improve clarity.
On the o t h e r  hand, sub j e c t s  u n d e r  the l i s t e n e r  not v i s i b l e  
c o n d i t i o n  had no m e a n s  of a s s e s s i n g  t heir li s t e n e r ' s  c o m p r e h e n s i o n  of 
their messag es. So m e  subjec ts m a y  have used m a n y  instances of r e dund ancy,
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even though they w e r e  u n s u r e  of the necess ity, in o r d e r  to a s s u r e  t h e m ­
selves that t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  w e r e  e f f e c t i v e  in terms of being a p p r o p r i a t e l y  
receiv ed by t heir listener.
10. C l a r i t y  score. T he ex a m i n e r ' s  s u b j e c t i v e  a s s e s s m e n t  of 
c l a r i t y  w as d e t e r m i n e d  a c c o r d i n g  to the f o l l o w i n g  rating scale:
POOR, 1 point.
Two or m o r e  of
a. I n c o r r e c t  sequential order.
b. 50 per ce n t  or f e w e r  of the u t t e r a n c e s  c o m p r i s e  c o m p l e t e  
sentences.
c. I n a p p r o p r i a t e  use of d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  articl es, i.e., 
spe c i f i c  r e f e r e n c e  is used b e f o r e  n o n s p e c i f i c  ref e r e n c e  to 
d e t e r m i n e  a class of objects. The dog is used b e f o r e  a  dog 
has been i n t r o d u c e d  from the class of dogs.
A VE R A G E ,  2 points.
T w o  or m o r e  of
a. C o r r e c t  sequential order.
b. 51-65 per cent o f  the ut t e r a n c e s  c o m p r i s e  c o m p l e t e  sentences.
c. D e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  a r t i c l e s  used approp r i a t e l y .
A BOVE AVER A G E ,  3 points.
All of the following:
a. C o r r e c t  sequential order.
b. 6 6 - 1 0 0  per ce n t  of the u t t e r a n c e s  c o m p r i s e  c o m p l e t e  sentences.
c. D e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  art i c l e s  a re us e d  approp r i a t e l y .
d. Additi onal detail s and d e s c r i p t i o n  prov i d e d  (judged by 
i n s tan ces of p a r a p h r a s i n g  to m a k e  inform a t i o n  c l e a r e r 
a n d / o r  m u l t i p l e  use of adjectives).
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T h e  s u b j e c t i v e  a s s e s s m e n t  v a r i a b l e  to assess c l a r i t y  was included 
b e c a u s e  it w o u l d  be t e c h n i c a l l y  p o s s i b l e  for a c h i l d  to o b t a i n  high 
scores on m e a s u r e s  such as total n u m b e r  of u t t e r a n c e s  and the n u m b e r  of 
ver i f i e r s  and a d j e c t i v e s  used, and y e t  have pro d u c e d  a story that was 
d i f f i c u l t  for a l i s t e n e r  to understand. I n t r a r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  was 
a c h i e v e d  on the c l a r i t y  scale by repeat ed scorin g by the e x a m i n e r  on 
every fifth story. I n t r a r a t e r  r e l i a b i l i t y  was c o m p u t e d  to be 100 per 
cent.
C h a p t e r  3 
R ESU L T S  AND D I S C U S S I O N
i-ratios w e r e  c o m p u t e d  for four of the c a t e g o r i e s  d e s c r i b e d  in 
C h a p t e r  2. T h e  f o l l o w i n g  results w e r e  obtained:
C a t e g o r y  Mean Me a n  O b t a i n e d  df
list e n e r  l i s t e n e r  t - r a t i o
v i s i b l e  not vis-
c o n d i t i o n  ible c o n ­
dition
1. Total n u m b e r  
of u t t e ra nces 6 .833 5.833 .858 22
3. N u m b e r  of 
w o r d s  per 
c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e 10.233 11.717 1 ,048 22
7. N u m b e r  of 
s t atic a d j e c ­
tives 2 .333 2.833 .451 22
10. C l a r i t y  score 1.750 1.822 .304 22
In o r d e r  f or the d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t wee n the m e a n s  to be s i g n i f i c a n t
at the .05 level of c o n f i d e n c e ,  it w o u l d  have been n e c e s s a r y  that ti
reach a v a l u e  g r e a t e r  or l e s s e r  than 2.074. None of the t - r a t i o s  was 
great e n o u g h  to indica te s i g n i f i c a n t  diff e r e n c e s .  From the data, it 
appe a r s  that the total n u m b e r  of uttera nces, length of utterance, 
n u m b e r  of a d j e c t i v e s  used, and the d e g r e e  of c l a r i t y  w e r e  not factor s
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that s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n f l ue nced the eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  subjec ts 
d i f f e r e n t l y  in s p e a k i n g  to t heir listen ers u n d e r  the two experi mental 
conditions.
V a r i a n c e  b e t wee n the two groups was c o n s i s t e n t l y  g r e a t e r  f or 
the g r o u p  of s ubjec ts w h o  could not see t h e i r  listeners. T h e  f o l l o w ­
ing scores for w i t h i n - g r o u p  v a r i a n c e  w e r e  obtained:
C a t e g o r y W i t h i n - g r o u p  
var i a n c e ,  
visibl e list e n e r
Wi thi n - g rou p 
varian ce,  
l i s t e n e r  not 
visi b l e
1. Total n u m b e r  of 
uttera nces 7.970 8 .333
3. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  
per c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e 8.988 15.060
7. N u m b e r  of static 
a d j e ct ives 3.157 11.606
10. C l a r i t y  score .386 .515
A l t h o u g h  the d i f f e r e n c e s  in v a r i a n c e  are not s i g n i f i c a n t ,  the 
g r e a t e r  v a r i a n c e  for spe a k e r s  w ho could not see t h e i r  li s t e n e r s  p o s s i b l y  
sugges ts that some subjec ts in this g r o u p  w e r e  m o r e  s e n s i t i v e  to their 
li s t e n e r ' s  n e e d s - - t h e y  spoke in longer u t t e ra nces and used m o r e  d e s c r i p ­
tive w o r d s - - w h i l e  o t h e r  subjec ts in the s a m e  group did not a l t e r  their 
m e s s a g e s  a c c o r d i n g  to t h e i r  listen er's role attrib utes. In terms of 
Bates' (1976) p r agma tic theory, it can be a r g u e d  that some of the s u b ­
jects are m o r e  a d e p t  at d e t e r m i n i n g  the kinds of presu p p o s i t i o n a l  
s t r a t e g i e s  a p p r o p r i a t e  to their listener.
V a r i a b l e  2: Ratio o f  C omple te to Incomp lete Uttera nces
34
For the group wi t h  a visible listener, only t hree subjec ts 
used in c o m p l e t e  utterances. In the g r o u p  that could not see t h e i r  
listener, four s ubjec ts used incomp lete utterances. The fo l l o w i n g  
p e r c e n t a g e s  we r e  obtained.
L i s t e n e r  L i s t e n e r
visibl e not visibl e
Per cent c o m p l e t e  ut t e r a n c e s  94.79 93.61
Per cent i n c o m p l e t e  u t t e r a n c e s  5.20 6.36
V a r i a b l e  4: N u m b e r  o f  Words Per Incomp lete U t t e r a n c e
B e c a u s e  such a small n u m b e r  of i n c o m p l e t e  u t t e ra nces were used, 
a t- ratio was not an a p p r o p r i a t e  statistic. Fisher's e x a c t  p r o b a b i l i t y  
test was used to d e t e r m i n e  if the use o f  i n c o m p l e t e  u t t e r a n c e  was r e l ate d 
to the l i s t e n e r  condition. A p r o b a b i l i t y  level o f  .31 was computed,' 
i n d i ca ting that the l i s t e n e r  c o n d i t i o n  is not rela t e d  to use of in c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e s .
V a r i a b l e  5: N u mber of Ver i f i e r s  Used
None o f  the subjec ts in e i t h e r  group used any verifi ers for c o m ­
prehension. The e x a m i n e r  believ es that this m ay be e x p l a i n e d  by the 
inst r u c t i o n s  given to the s ubjec ts which state that the a d u l t  l i s t e n e r  
m a y  not say a n y t h i n g  or a n s w e r  any qu e s t i o n s  d u r i n g  the s t o r y  telling.
It is p o s s i b l e  that the s ubjec ts used no ver i f i e r s  beca u s e  they h ad been 
i n f o r m e d  that no a c k n o w l e d g m e n t s  by their l i s ten ers w o u l d  be allowed.
35
V ariab le 6: C o r r e c t  Versus In c o r r e c t  Use of
D e f i n i t e  and I n d e f i n i t e  A r t i c l e s
Results are identical for both groups. This 
l i s t e n e r  c o n d i t i o n  did not a f f e c t  a p p r o p r i a t e  use of
in d i c a t e s  that the 
reference.
Li s t e n e r L i s t e n e r
v i s i b l e not v i s i b l e
C o r r e c t  use of a rticl es 4 4
Inc o r r e c t  use of arti c l e s  8 8
T h e  s e q u e n c e  s t o rie s used in the study w e r e  r e l ate d in that they 
could be told as one c o n t i n u o u s  story. The trai n i n g  story told to the 
s ubjec ts by the e x a m i n e r  w as a b o u t  a pet frog w h o  got into t r o u b l e  in a 
restaurant. The s t o r y  ended w i t h  a w a i t e r  looking for the frog. The 
p i c tur e s tory given to the subj e c t s  showed the same w a i t e r  h o l d i n g  the 
frog, ready to throw him out. A small boy then claims the frog and 
leaves the r e s t a u r a n t  w i t h  it.
The adult listener, w ho left the room befo r e  the t r a i n i n g  story 
w as told, was not f a m i l i a r  w i t h  any c h a r ac ters in the story. O f  the 16 
s ubjec ts w h o  used inc o r r e c t  reference, 13 seemed to p r e s u p p o s e  from the 
s t a r t  of t h e i r  stories that ref e r e n c e  spe c i f i c  to t h e m s e l v e s  wa s  also 
s pe c i f i c  to their listener, i.e., they star t e d  t h e i r  storie s with, "The 
w a i t e r , "  "The m an," "The guy," etc., instead of f irst s p e c i f y i n g  a 
waiter. The e x a m i n e r  b eliev es that these subjects p r e s u p p o s e d  t h e i r  
l i s t e n e r  a l r e a d y  had the b a c k g r o u n d  infor m a t i o n  as to w h i c h  w a i t e r  they 
w e r e  referring.
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A l t h o u g h  the m a j o r i t y  of subjects in the s tudy did not use c o r ­
rect r e f ere nce t h r o u g h o u t  t h e i r  stories, m o s t  subj e c t s  used c o r r e c t  r e f e r ­
ence in parts of t h e i r  stories. A shift of i n c o r r e c t  to c o r r e c t  use was 
ev i d e n t  w h e n  four subjec ts c o r r e c t e d  th e m s e l v e s  on t h e i r  use of articles. 
C o r r e c t i o n s  w e r e  alwa y s  in the form of chan g i n g  a d e f i n i t e  arti c l e  to an 
i n d e f i n i t e  articl e, w i t h  the e x c e p t i o n  o f  S u b j e c t  9a. E x a m p l e s  of these 
s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n s  are noted below. The c o r r e c t i o n s  are italicized. (Com­
p lete story t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  are found in A p p e n d i x  B.)
S u b j e c t  la
"(Kay) the m a n  is takin' the frog o ut o f  the f a n c y  r e s t a u r a n t  
. . . and ( t h e ) .this one kid comes up . . . ."
S u b j e c t  2a
"The w a i t e r  was a b o u t  to throw the frog out and (the f a mily 
walked ) a f a m i l y  w a l k e d  up . . .
Su b j e c t  8a
"(The man) a man found the frog."
S u b j e c t  9a
"The (the) w a i t e r  found the frog and (urn a) the f a m i l y  w as goin' 
down . . . ." In this case the subjec t c h a n g e d  his c o r r e c t  i n d e f i n i t e 
r e j ere nce to an i n c o r r e c t  d e f i n i t e  reference. L a t e r  in his story, S u b ­
j e c t  9a c o r r e c t e d  his r e f e r e n c e  again: " . . .  the f a mily was g o i n 1
do w n  the h a l l w a y  (and the) a kid i n t e r r u p t e d  him . . . ."
All of the above instan ces of the s p e a k e r  s e l f - c o r r e c t i n g  his 
spec i f i c  re f e r e n c e  to n o n s p e c i f i c  r e fere nce o c c u r r e d  under the l i s t e n e r
c o n d i t i o n  w h e r e  the subj e c t  could not see his listener. T h e  e x a m i n e r  
s p e c ul ates that these spe a k e r s  w e r e  in the process o f  d e v e l o p i n g  the 
skill of using d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  arti c l e s  ap p r o p r i a t e l y .  Wh e n  
they used i n a p p r o p r i a t e  refere nce, they re c o g n i z e d  the e r r o r  and c o r ­
rected it; m o r e  l i n g u i s t i c a l l y  i mmatu re speake rs w o u l d  not re c o g n i z e 
the use of inc o r r e c t  r e f e r e n c e  in t heir speech.
Va r i a b l e  8: C o r r e c t  Versus Incorr ect
S e q u e n c i n g  of Events
R e s ult s w e r e  identical for both groups.
L i s t e n e r L i s t e n e r
v i s ibl e not v i s i b l e
C o r r e c t  s e q u e n c i n g  of events 7 7
I n c o r r e c t  s e q u e n c i n g  of events 5 5
P iaget 's c o n t e n t i o n  th a t  events are o r d e r e d  c o r r e c t l y  by the age 
o f  seven to eight is not s u p p o r t e d  by these data. T h e  exper i m e n t a l  task 
P iag e t  emp l o y e d  in s t u d y i n g  s e q u e n c i n g  skills d i f f e r e d  from the task 
used in the p r e sen t study. In Piaget 's i n v e s t igation, two v a r i a t i o n s  of 
a s t o r y  t e l l i n g  task w e r e  used. For some subjec ts an e x a m i n e r  told a 
story and the subjects' task w as to retell it to a n o t h e r  c hild o f  the 
same age. For o t h e r  subjec ts an e x a m i n e r  told a s t o r y  and the subjects' 
task was to first retell the s tory to the examin er, then t h e y  w e r e  to 
retell the s t o r y  to a n o t h e r  c h i l d  of the same age. P iaget 's subjec ts 
had heard the storie s v e r b a l i z e d  in c o r rec t o r d e r  befo r e  they told it 
to their listeners.
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The subjects in the p r e s e n t  s tudy had to d e v elo p their o wn story, 
using pictur e stimuli, then s e q u e n c e  it c o r r e c t l y  wh e n  they v e r b a l i z e d  it 
to t heir listener. The e x a m i n e r  a r gues that the task used in the p r e s e n t  
st u d y  was m o r e  d i f f i c u l t  than the task p r e s e n t e d  to Piaget 's subjects.
The i n c rea sed task c o m p l e x i t y  is a poss i b l e  e x p l a n a t i o n  for some subjec ts 
i n c o r r e c t l y  o r d e r i n g  events w h e n  t e l lin g t h e i r  stories.
Some of the s ubjec ts who receiv ed an in c o r r e c t  score for the 
s e q u e n c e  vari a b l e  a dded i n f o r m a t i o n  to the stories that was not d e p i c t e d  
in the pictures. Exampl es follow:
S u b j e c t  3
" . . .  so (urn) he w e n t  a r o u n d  a s k i n g  o t h e r  p e ople if he was dumb 
e n o u g h  to (um) (to um) find out (the) if the frog was (um) theirs or not."
S u b j e c t  5
"So he grabs it and starts w a l k i n g  w i t h  his par e n t s . "
S u b j e c t  2a
". . . so he got to keep h im (and) and then the w a i t e r  was goin' 
out (he's going back)( and) the frog got out the fire exit and got away.
The e x a m i n e r  s p e c ul ates that t here are a n u m b e r  of poss i b l e  e x p l a ­
nati o n s  for t h e s e  extra detail s a d d e d  to the story. The subjec ts m a y  have 
not r e m e m b e r e d  the p ictur es a n d / o r  t h e i r  stories and t h e r e f o r e  a d d e d  i n f o r ­
m a t i o n  to make t h e i r  stories mo r e  exciting. It is also p o s s i b l e  that the 
s ubjec ts were m e r e l y  e x e r c i s i n g  their i m a g in ations and a d d e d  inform a t i o n  to 
ma k e  t h e i r  storie s mo r e  exciting.
Two of the subjec ts f r o m  the visi b l e  l i s t e n e r  con d i t i o n  took the 
role of each s u b j e c t  in the story and p r o d u c e d  u t t e ra nces accord ingly.
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T h e i r  stories are re p r o d u c e d  herein.
S u b j e c t  5
"Help, I'm hanging upside down."
"What are you doing with that frog?"
"I'm gonna throw him out. He tried to eat a lady's salad."
"Can I have him?"
"No. "
So he grabs it and starts walking with his parents.
Subj e c t  9
" (Um— a frog, a frog) a frog that didn't get killed, eh?
Well, w e ’ll just get rid of him."
"Hey— that.'s my frog."
He goes. "All right, you can have it, but don't come back."
Th e s e  two subj e c t s  d e l i v e r e d  t h e i r  storie s in a w a y  that suggests 
t h e y  thou g h t  t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  had access to the p ictur es as th e y  told . 
t h e i r  stories. It is e v i d e n t  that both speake rs p r e s u p p o s e d  a g reat  
deal o f  t h e i r  listener, even thou g h  both subjec ts knew the l i s t e n e r  
had not heard the tra i n i n g  s t o r y  and that she had not seen e i t h e r  set 
of pictures.
The e x a m i n e r  sugges ts that the ten s ubjec ts w ho o r d e r e d  the 
events of the s tory i n c o r r e c t l y  do not n e c e s s a r i l y  e x p e r i e n c e  d i f f i c u l t y  
in o r d e r i n g  in natural s p e a k i n g  s ituat ions. The task m a y  have been too 
c o m p l e x  for some s ubjec ts in terms of the a u d i t o r y  and visual m e m o r y  
s kil l s  requir ed to s u c c e s s f u l l y  c o m p l e t e  the task.
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V a r i a b l e  9: N u m b e r  o f  Instances
of R e d u n d a n c y
O n l y  two speake rs o f  the l i s t e n e r  v i s i b l e  con d i t i o n  used an 
instan ce of r e d u n d a n c y  w h i l e  three s peake rs o f  the l i s t e n e r  not v i s i b l e  
c o n dit ion did so. Fisher 's e xact p r o b a b i l i t y  test was used to d e t e r ­
m i n e  if i n s tan ces of re d u n d a n c y  w e r e  rela t e d  to the l i s t e n i n g  c o n d i ­
tion. P r o b a b i l i t y  was comp u t e d  at .34, i n d i c a t i n g  that the instan ces of 
re d u n d a n c y  are not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  related to the experimental condition.
T h e s e  data ind i c a t e  that speake rs w h o  could not see t h e i r  
l i s t e n e r  did not a t t e m p t  to m a k e  t heir m e s s a g e s  m o r e  c l e a r  by repeat- 
o r  p a r a p h r a s i n g  i n f o r m a t i o n  a ny m o r e  than spe a k e r s  w h o  could see t heir  
listener. Facial e x p r e s s i o n s  that m a y  have i n d i c a t e d  d i f f i c u l t y  in 
l i s t e n e r . c o m p r e h e n s i o n  w e r e  a v a i l a b l e  to the spe a k e r s  in the list e n e r  
v i s i b l e  c o n d i t i o n  and could have pro v i d e d  cues f or p a r a p h r a s i n g  or r e p e a t ­
ing information. T he data sugg e s t  that spea k e r s  under this c o n d i t i o n  
did not d e t e c t  a n d / o r  did not respon d to t h e s e  kinds of cues in terms 
of a t t e m p t i n g  to m a k e  the i n f o r m a t i o n  m o r e  c l e a r  to their listeners.
Th e  instan ces of r e d u n d a n c y  that did o c c u r  are listed below.
The redu n d a n c i e s  are italicized.
Su b j e c t  1
" . . .  he don't w a n t  to see the frog again (and) they started 
to w a l k  away and they just walked away."'
S u b j e c t  6
" . . .  so the lady w e n t  to the boss and co m p l a i n e d  (and) then 
the w a i t e r  was very a n g r y  (because he was gonna) well, the waiter was 
very angry too so he (he) w e n t  out and he d e c i d e d  to find the frog . . . ."
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S u b j e c t  6a
. . .  he said, "Here, take him. S ee w h a t  I ca r e  (and) don't 
y o u  dare come back wi t h  that (um) frog (and d o n ' t  let m e  see) don't let
me see you again.
S u b jec t 7a
" . . .  t hese real fancy people w a l k e d  up (and they) t h e y  came 
up. T h e y  w e r e  really rich and they came up wi t h  their son and t h e i r  
daughter. . . . "
S u b j e c t  11a
. . . the family was looking very mad at the waiter. They prob­
ably didn't know that it was such a fancy restaurant as it was. So 
the family walked out of the restaurant with the family looking very 
mad and the boy looking very happy.
T he r e d u n d a n c i e s  th a t  Sub j e c t s  1, 6, 7a, and 11a used w e r e  
b a s i c a l l y  repet i t i o n s  of i n f o r m a t i o n  they had a l r e a d y  stated; they served 
to e m p h a s i z e  t h e i r  points. S u b j e c t  7a r estat ed his i n f o r m a t i o n  in o r d e r  
to pres e n t  the l i s t e n e r  w i t h  additi onal i n f o r m a t i o n  a b o u t  the f a m i l y  of 
w hich he was speaking.
O n e  speaker, S u b j e c t  6a, p a r a p h r a s e d  his i n f o r m a t i o n  using d i f f e r ­
ent words. " . . .  don't y o u  dare come back w i t h  that (um) frog . . . "  
was p a r a p h r a s e d  by ". . . d o n ' t  let me see y o u  again."
A dditi onal O b s e r v a t i o n s
In a d d i t i o n  to the d e s c r i p t i v e  and statis tical i n f o r m a t i o n 
o b t a i n e d  fr o m  anal y s i s  o f  each o f  the ten v a r i ab les, the e x a m i n e r  
b eliev es that some o t h e r  instances that o c c u r r e d  d u r i n g  the i n v e s t i g a t i o n  
should be noted.
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E a r l i e r  in this c h a p t e r  the e x a m i n e r  d i s c u s s e d  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  
be t wee n the trai n i n g  s t o r y  and the p i c tur e s tory p r e s e n t e d  to the s u b ­
j ects to d e v e l o p  and tell to t h e i r  listener. O n l y  four subj e c t s  m e n ­
tioned the events of the t r a i n i n g  s tory to t heir listener. One s u b j e c t  
a s k e d  the e x a m i n e r  if he should tell the t r a i n i n g  story and was told 
to "Tell her (Elizabeth) e v e r y t h i n g  she needs to know to tell a n o t h e r  
person later." This subjec t (Subject 6) then p r o c e e d e d  to tell his 
l i s t e n e r  a det a i l e d  a c c o u n t  of the events of the t r a i n i n g  story fol l o w e d 
by the story he had developed.
T he e x a m i n e r  o b s e r v e d  several in s t a n c e s  of i n c o r r e c t  pronoun 
usage, as well as instan ces w h e r e  s u b j e c t s  s e l f - c o r r e c t e d  t h e i r  use 
of personal pronounds. T h e s e  instan ces are listed. A p p r o p r i a t e  use 
is includ ed in b racke ts a b o v e  the errors. S e l f - c o r r e c t i o n s  are m a r k e d  
w i t h  an a s t e r i s k  (*).
S u b j e c t  3
[they were]
" . . .  he w e n t  around a s k i n g  o t h e r  p e ople if he was dumb 
enough . . . ."
S u b j e c t  8
" . . .  (and then they) he says, 'Out.'"
S u b j e c t  la
[his]
" . . .  this one kid comes up w i t h  t h e i r  m o t h e r  and f a t h e r  and 
a s i s t e r  . . . ."
S u b j e c t  5a
" . . .  this boy goes, 'Hey, I k n o w  that frog,' and then
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[his] [his] [his]
t heir m o t h e r  and t h e i r  f a t h e r  and their s i s t e r  looked at him . . .
S u b j e c t  6a
*
"(Um) then he took the frog from the p late and (he--she) he we n t  
out . . . ."
S u b j e c t  7a
~k" . . .  the w a i t e r  was really a n g r y  gave (him) the l i ttle boy
[delete] 
his frog to him . . . ."
T h e s e  errors and s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n s  i n d i c a t e  th a t  the speake rs  
are still in the process of d e v e l o p i n g  t h e i r  s y n t a c t i c  skills in terms 
of c o r r e c t  pronou n use. A b r e a k d o w n  of the errors o b s e r v e d  i n d ica ted 
that t here w e r e  four i n s tan ces of i n corr ect p o s s e s s i v e  pronou n usage, one 
inst a n c e  of in c o r r e c t  personal pronou n usage, two i n s tan ces of personal 
pronoun c o r r e c t i o n ,  and o ne i n s t a n c e  w h e r e  a p r o nou n w a s  c h a n g e d  to a 
noun. In six i n s tan ces a plural pronoun was c h a nge d to a s i n g u l a r  or  
vice versa.
S u b j e c t  7a is e s p e c i a l l y  interesting. He s e l f - c o r r e c t e d  "him" 
and used a noun, but l a t e r  on in the s e n t e n c e  refe r r e d  back to "him."
It is poss i b l e  that this s u b j e c t  w a s  a t t e m p t i n g  to m a k e  his s tory m o r e  
c l e a r  to his listener. Instead of using the pronou n "him," S u b j e c t  
7a cla r i f i e d  his re f e r e n c e  to "the little boy." Use of "to him" at the 
end of the s e n t e n c e  is redund ant, but it m a y  have have been an atte m p t  
to a s s u r e  h i m s e l f  that his l i s t e n e r  knew w h o  had rece i v e d  t he frog.
T he m o s t  i n t e r e s t i n g  o b s e r v a t i o n  was the d e g r e e  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  
m a n y  subjec ts p r e s u p p o s e d  of t h e i r  listener. This was d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r
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in the c h a p t e r  in V a r i a b l e  6: C o r r e c t  Versus Inc o r r e c t  Use o f  D e f i n i t e
and I n d e f i n i t e  A r t i c l e s ;  however, the a u t h o r / e x a m i n e r  now expand s on 
these p r e s u p p o s i t i o n a l  strate gies.
M a n y  subjec ts seemed to p r e s u p p o s e  a great deal of i n f o r m a t i o n  
fr o m  t h e i r  very first utterance. Sub j e c t s  5 and 9 w e r e  p r e v i o u s l y  
di s c u s s e d  in this regard. T h e i r  storie s could be c o m p a r e d  to a person 
re a din g a series of lines from a play. It a p p e a r e d  that these two 
s ubjec ts p r e s u p p o s e d  that their list e n e r  was f a m i l i a r  w i t h  the s tory 
c o n ten t as well as the charac ters. T he l i s t e n e r  had no w a y  of k n o w i n g  
w h i c h  c h a r a c t e r  was saying w h i c h  lines o r  w h e n  one c h a r a c t e r  stopped 
talk i n g  and a n o t h e r  began. S u b j e c t s  5 and 9 did not a p p e a r  to be 
aware that t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  needed a great deal m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  in o r d e r  
to u n d e r s t a n d  the stories they told.
O t h e r  subjec ts p r e s u p p o s e d  t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  had b a c k g r o u n d  i n f o r ­
mation. T h e y  began t h e i r  storie s in t h e s e  ways:
S u b j e c t  4
"(Um) the (the) g u y - - h e ' s  gonna t hrow the (the) frog out the 
fire exit . . .
S u b j e c t  7
"The m a n  fina l l y  found the (um the) frog . . . ."
S u b j e c t  5a
"(The restaurant) the r e s t a u r a n t  m a n a g e r  w as gonna t h r o w  the 
s n e a k y  frog out of the (the) r e s t a u r a n t  . . .
Subject 6a
"(Urn) then he took the frog from the plate . . .
S u b j e c t  12a
"After the a r g ume nt, . . . "
It Is e v i d e n t  that a l i s t e n e r  w o u l d  have several un a n s w e r e d  
q u e s t i o n s  wh e n  the a bove s t a t em ents are used to start an u n f a m i l i a r  story.
M a n y  of the spea k e r s  did provid e i n f o r m a t i o n  that resu l t e d  in 
r e l a t i v e l y  clear story accounts. It is poss i b l e  that t h e s e  subjec ts 
w e r e  m o r e  m a t u r e  in t h e i r  d e v e l o p m e n t  of a p p r o p r i a t e  p r esup positional  
s t r a t e g i e s  and also had reache d the stage of d e v e l o p m e n t  w h e r e  ego- 
c e n t r i c i t y  was less e v i d e n t  in t h e i r  speech.
Chapter 4
C O N C L U S I O N S
No s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w e r e  found to exist in the l a n g u a g e  
of eight- to n i n e - y e a r - o l d  boys relati ng storie s to v i s i b l e  and not 
v i s i b l e  listen ers; however, m u c h  d e s c r i p t i v e  i n f o r m a t i o n  re g a r d i n g  the 
s t r a t e g i e s  these s ubjec ts used in r elati ng t h e i r  stories was obtained.
M a n y  s ubjec ts did not use a p p r o p r i a t e  re f e r e n c e  and did not 
o r d e r  events s equen tially. As d i s c u s s e d  earlie r, o t h e r  i n v e s t i g a t o r s  
have d e t e r m i n e d  that these skills should be d e v e l o p e d  by eight to nine 
y e a r s  of age. It is p o s s i b l e  that the task w as too d i f f i c u l t  or that 
the subjects felt u n d e r  p r e s s u r e  to p e r f o r m  well. This is poss i b l e  
because, w h e n  the e x a m i n e r  w e n t  to the c l a s s r o o m s  to get the subjects, 
some c l a s s r o o m  teache rs told the subjects to "go w i t h  the lady for 
t e stin g." T he e x a m i n e r  s u b s e q u e n t l y  r e a ssu red the subjects that it 
was not a test, but it's p o s s i b l e  that the sub j e c t s  still felt that they 
w e r e  u n d e r  p r e s s u r e  to do well. This p r e s s u r e  m a y  have i n t e r f e r r e d  wi t h  
some subjects' perf o r m a n c e s ;  fo r  others, the p r e s s u r e  m a y  have improv ed  
perfor mances.
It s h ould again be noted that the task used w as d e s i g n e d  in a 
w a y  that w o u l d  perm i t  a s p e a k e r  to d e l i v e r  t he same s tory to a v i s i b l e  
and not v i s i b l e  list e n e r  and have it e q u a l l y  u n d e r s t o o d  by both. This 
was the case f or some subjec ts in this study; the clear, o r d e r e d  
acc o u n t s  pre s e n t e d  to the v i s i b l e  lis t e n e r  w o u l d  be e q u a l l y  c l e a r  to
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the list e n e r  seated behi n d  the screen and vice versa. This was true since 
g estur es were not used by any subjects. It was al s o  the case that the 
i n c o r r e c t l y  o r d e r e d  cases w h e r e  incorrect r e f e r e n c e  was used, as well 
as lack o f  order, w o u l d  be e q u a l l y  as d i f f i c u l t  to u n d e r s t a n d  for a 
l i s t e n e r  under e i t h e r  experi mental condition.
A n o t h e r  e x p l a n a t i o n  for results i n d i ca ting i n s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a ­
tistical d i f f e r e n c e s  b e t w e e n  the two groups also exists. In the e x p e r i ­
mental setting, the e x a m i n e r  was p r e sen t w h i l e  the subj e c t s  told their 
stor i e s  to the v i s ibl e or not v i s ibl e listener. It is p o s s i b l e  that 
even though the l i s t e n e r  was not v i s i b l e  for one group of subjects, the 
s u b j e c t s  r egard ed the e x a m i n e r  as a v i s i b l e  listen er, even though the 
e x a m i n e r  was not a c t i v e l y  a t t e n d i n g  to their stories. If this w e r e  the 
case, both groups of s ubjec ts would be s p e a k i n g  to w h a t  they c o n s i d e r e d 
a v i s i b l e  l i s t e n e r  and no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  w o u l d  be expected.
S u g g e s t i o n s  for Furt h e r  Resear ch
O t h e r  kinds o f  t e s t i n g  s i t u at ions could be used to d e t e r m i n e  the 
w a y  s peake rs talk to v i s i b l e  and not visibl e listeners. S i t u at ions 
d e s i g n e d  to a l l o w  gestural and p ointi ng r e spon ses m a y  result in s i g ­
n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  u n d e r  v a r yin g c o ndit ions. L i s t e n e r  respon se, in 
terms o f  h ow e f f e c t i v e  the c o m m u n i c a t i o n  wa s  fr o m  a l i s t en er's point 
o f  view, c ould also be investigated.
D iffer e n c e s  in e f f e c t i v e  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  could also be a ssess ed 
in terms of how s peake rs v a r i e d  t heir stories o r  m e s s a g e s  w h e n  inform ed 
t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  had not u n d e r s t o o d  them. T h e y  could be a s k e d  to tell their 
storie s again, and d i f f e r e n c e s  could be analyzed. A n o t h e r  p o s s i b i l i t y
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w o u l d  be to play the speakers' storie s for t h e m  on the tape r e c o r d e r  and 
then give th e m  the o p t i o n  of cha n g i n g  t h e i r  m e s s a g e s  to ma k e  th e m  clearer.
V a r i a t i o n s  o f  the kinds of listen ers e m p l o y e d  w o u l d  be interesting. 
Peer l i s t en ers, o p p o s i t e  or same sex l i s t e n e r s ,  or f a m i l y  m e m b e r s  could 
be used to serve as listen ers in s i m i l a r l y  d e s i g n e d  studies. Studies 
using only imagin ed listeners could be c a r rie d out w h e r e  the s p e a k e r  tells 
his s tory to a tape r e c o r d e r  bel i e v i n g  that it will be play e d  for s o m eon e 
later. Va r i a t i o n s  could be a n a l y z e d  in terms o f  storie s told to d i f f e r e n t  
kinds of i m a g i n a r y  listeners. For exampl e, s ubjec ts could be told their  
storie s w o u l d  be play e d  for a small child, an adult, a class, etc.
Much m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  is n e c e s s a r y  in the s t u d y  of presup- 
positi onal s t r a t e g i e s  and e g o c e n t r i c i t y  in speech. A  n u m b e r  o f  studies 
u sing a v a r i e t y  of tasks pr e s e n t e d  to s ubjec ts of d i f f e r e n t  ages wi t h  
l i s ten ers wi t h  v a r yin g role at t r i b u t e s  will be useful in d e t e r m i n i n g  
i n f o r m a t i o n  r e g a r d i n g  p r e s u p p o s i t i o n s  and e g o c e n t r i c i t y  in the d e v e l o p ­
m e n t  of language.
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T a b l e  1 
L i s t e n e r  V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
V a r i a b l e Su b jec t
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1. Total n u m b e r  o f  ut t e r a n c e s 11 5 6 4 7 13 4 6 4 6 8 8
2. R a t i o  of c o m p l e t e  to i n c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e s 11/0 5/0 6/0 3/1 7/0 13/0 4/0 6/0 3/1 6/0 7/1 8/0
3. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  per c o m p l e t e  u t t e r a n c e 9.7 8.4 12.5 16.4 5.5 12.1 10.5 8 7.6 12.1 7.7 12.3
4. N u m b e r  of words per i n c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e NA NA NA 13 NA NA NA NA 7 NA 2 NA
5. N u m b e r  o f  v e r i f i e r s  used 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6. C o r r e c t  v e rsus i n c o r r e c t  use of 
d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  articl es - + + - - + - + - - - -
7. N u m b e r  of a d j e c t i v e s 2 2 0 3 0 4 4 4 0 1 3 5
8. C o r r e c t  v e rsus i n c o r r e c t  s e q u e n ­
cing of events + + - - - + - + - + + +
9. N u m b e r  of i n stan ces of r e d u n d a n c y 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
10. C l a r i t y  s core 2 2 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 2 2 2
Code: NA = not app licab le ; + = co rre c t;  - = in co rre c t .
Table 2
L i s t e n e r  Not V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
V a r i a b l e S u b j e c t
la 2a 3a 4a 5a 6a 7a 8a 9a 10a 11a 12a
1. Total n u m b e r  of ut t e r a n c e s 4 10 6 6 4 9 11 3 4 4 7 2
2. R a t i o  of c o m p l e t e  to i n c o m p l e t e  
u t t e r a n c e s 3/1 10/0 5/1 5/1 4/0 9/0 9/2 3/0 4/0 4/0 7/0 2/0
3. N u m b e r  of words per c o m p l e t e  u t t e r a n c e 15 7.3 8.8 12.8 11.5 8.5 8.1 10.3 12 9.2 18.1 19
4. N u m b e r  o f  w o r d s  per in c o m p l e t e 
u t t e r a n c e 7 NA 10 6
-\
NA NA 12.5 NA NA NA NA NA
5. N u m b e r  o f  v e r i f i e r s  used 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6. C o r r e c t  v e rsus i n c o r r e c t  use of 
d e f i n i t e  and i n d e f i n i t e  articl es - - + + - - + + - - - -
7. N u m b e r  of a d j e c t i v e s 1 3 2 4 2 2 8 0 1 0 11 0
8. C o r r e c t  v e rsus i n c o r r e c t  s e q u e n ­
cing o f  events + - + + + - + - - + + -
9. N u m b e r  of i n stan ces of r e d u n d a n c y 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0
10. C l a r i t y  s core 2 1 2 3 2 1 3 2 1 2 2 1
Code: NA = not app licab le ; + = co r re c t ;  - = in co rre c t .
A P P E N D I X  B
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Included in this a p p e n d i x  are t r a n s c r i p t i o n s  of the storie s of 
each subject. R e p e t i t i o n s ,  s e l f - c o r r e c t i o n s ,  a nd restar ts (which were 
d e l ete d in a n a l y z i n g  the data), have been p l a c e d  w i t h i n  parent heses.
Ages o f  all subj e c t s  are included, as well as an a n a l y s i s  o f  the data 
for all ten v a r i a b l e s  fo r  each subject,
Subj e c t s  w i t h  v i s i b l e  listeners (Subjects 1-12) are listed 
first, f o l l o w e d  by subj e c t s  w ho could not see t h e i r  l i s t e n e r  (Subjects 
l a - 1 2 a ). The n u m b e r e d  va r i a b l e s  a p p e a r  below for r e f e r e n c e  purposes.
1. Total n u m b e r  of utterances.
2. Ratio o f  c o m p l e t e  to i n c o m p l e t e  uttera nces.
3. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  pe r  c o m p l e t e  uttera nce.
4. N u m b e r  of w o r d s  pe r  incomp lete utterance.
5. N u m b e r  of v e r i f i e r s  used.
6. C o r r e c t  v e rsus in c o r r e c t  use o f  d e f i n i t e  and i n d e fi nite  
articles.
7. N u m b e r  o f  s t atic adjectives.
8. Corr e c t  versus i n c o r r e c t  s e q u e n c i n g  o f  events.
9. N u m b e r  of instan ces of redundancy.
10. C l a r i t y  score
Note: NA = not applic able.
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Subject 1: age 8-5
V isi b l e  C o n d i t i o n
The waiter who (who) went out to get the frog was (urn) walking 
around to see if he could find it. He found him and (and) the frog 
tried to get away, but he grabbed him by his back legs (and) he 
started to take him (and) he took him out the fire exit (and) out­
side was (um) the boy who owned the frog's parents (and) the parents 
were very mad (and um so the man so) the waiter decided he'd give 'em 
the frog (and he told and) they started to walk away. While they 
were walking away (um) the waiter told 'em never to come back (and and 
he and not and) he don't want to see the frog again (and) they started 
to walk away and they just walked away.
VARI A B L E
1
2
3
4
5
6 r 
8 
9
10
S u b j e c t  2: age 8 -0
V i s ibl e C o n dit ion
One day (um— or brother) a frog got caught by a waiter. (And and) 
he went to the fire exit and was gonna throw him out and a boy said, 
"Hey, that's my frog." (And)he said, "Well, keep 'em outta here" 
and so they went home happily ever after.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 5
2 5/0
3 8.4
4 NA
5 0
6 C o r r e c t
7 2
8 C o r rec t
9 0
10 2
A N A L Y S I S
11
11/0
9.7
NA
0
I n corr ect
2
C orr e c t
1
2
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Subject 3: age 8-3
V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
One day (um) there was a waiter and he (um) found a frog in some­
one's salad so (um) he went around asking other people if he was dumb 
enough to (um to um) find out (the) if the frog was (um) theirs or 
not (and um) when he went to the door to go out he (um) asked this 
family (and um) their son told him that it was his and he (um) lost 
it. So the waiter (he) gave it to the boy (and) he sent the family 
out.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 6
2 6/0
3 12.5
4 NA
5 0
6 Corr e c t
7 0
8 Incorr ect
9 0
10 2
S ubj e c t  4: age 8-8
V i s i b l e  Co n d i t i o n
(Um) the (the) guy— he's gonna throw the (the) frog out the fire 
exit (and then a and) then these people (their) they came over (and) 
then the boy (they) his parents wanted him to have a frog and stuff.
So then the people came and took the frog from the waiter before the
waitress threw it out the fire exit. So (um), the waiter was mad
because they took the frog.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 4
2 3/1
3 16.4
4 13
5 0
6 In c o r r e c t
7 3
8 I n c orr ect
9 0
10 1
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Subject 5: age 8-7
Visibl e Co n d i t i o n
"Help, I'm hanging upside down."
"What are you doing with that frog?"
"I'm gonna throw him out. He tried to (he tried to) eat a 
lady's salad."
"Can I have him?"
"No."
So he grabs it and starts walking with his parents.
V A R I A B L E A N A L Y S I S
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
10
I n c orr ect
0
Incorr ect
0
1
7
7/0
5.5
NA
0
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Subject 6: age 8-11
V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
(This w as the o n l y  s u b j e c t  wh o  a s k e d  the e x a m i n e r  if he should
tell the t r a i n i n g  story.)
(Um) well, one day (there— there) this a frog in a restaurant 
and he decided to play a very tricky joke on a person (so he was) 
he took a big leap (and he) there was a waiter walking by (and he 
um) he j lamped into the salad that he was carrying (and and) then when 
the waiter served the lady that the salad belonged to, the frog 
peaked out and let (and let) the lady know that he was there. (But) 
so the lady went to the boss and complained (and) then the waiter was 
very angry (because he'was gonna) well, the waiter was very angry 
too so he (he) went out and he decided to find the frog (and) he 
found (found) it and he went out (out) the door and looked around. 
(And) then there's a family. There was a boy, a girl, a mother, and 
father. (And) the boy said that that was his frog that the waiter 
was holding; so the waiter gave (gave) the frog to the boy (and) 
then he (didn't) told (told) the boy not to bring the frog back.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 13
2 13/0
3 12.1
4 NA
5 0
6 C o r rec t
7 4
8 C o r rec t
9 1
10 3
Subject 7: age 9-1
V i s ibl e Condit ion
61
The man finally found the (um the) frog and he took him out the 
fire exit (and them um and then he um and then) there's a little boy 
and his family outside of the (um) fire exit (and so they so um he 
he um) he cried, "That's my frog" (and um) he said (um) "You better 
get outta here with that stinky frog."
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 4
2 4/0
3 10.5
4 NA
5 0
6 I n c orr ect
7 4
8 Inc o r r e c t
9 0
10 1
S u b jec t 8: age 9-1
V i s ibl e Con d i t i o n
(Um) a man catches a frog and he's about to throw him out the 
fire exit. Then here (here) comes a bunch of people and a little 
boy. He says that's his frog and then (and then they) he says, 
"Out." (And) then (there there) the frog is happy, not sad like he 
was. (And) they're just leaving.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 6
2 6/0
3 8
4 NA
5 ■ 0
6 C o r r e c t
7 4
8 C o r r e c t
9 0
10 2
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Subject 9: age 8-1
V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
" (Um— a frog, a frog) a frog that didn't get killed, eh? Well, 
we'll just get rid of him."
"Hey— that's my frog."
He goes. "All right, you can have it, but don't come back."
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 4
2 3/1
3 7.6
4 7
5 0
6 Incorr ect
7 0
8 I n c orr ect
9 0
10 2
S u b j e c t  10: age 9-0
V i s ibl e C o n d i t i o n
(Well, this man) the waiter in this restaurant caught (caught) 
a frog and he was ready to throw it out the fire exit (and) before 
he could throw it the boy walked up with his family and said, "That's 
my frog. Give it back to me. He got away from me." So (so) he got 
the frog back. (And) on his way home the waiter yelled at the boy 
and said, "Never bring that frog (back to the store) back to this 
restaurant again."
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 6
2 6/0
3 12.1
4 NA
5 0
6 Incorr ect
7 3
8 C o r r e c t
9 0
10 2
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Subject 11: age 8-11
V i s ibl e Co n d i t i o n
Well— this (um) guy (he was tryin'--he was gonna— ) he was just 
about to open the door and throw the frog out (and he um) then this 
family came around— four people. (And) the little boy said, "Hey—  
that's my frog." (And) then (um) he took him. When they were (when 
they were) walking away (the) that one waitress guy, he said, "Hey, 
bring him back. He's a bad frog." That's all.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 8
2 7/1
3 7.7
4 2
5 0
6 I n c orr ect
7 3
8 C o r r e c t
9 0
10 2
Su b jec t 12: age 8-11
V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
When the waiter found the frog in another person's salad, he 
grabbed him and he was walking over to the fire exit to throw him 
out (out). (When the) when this family came along (and he he) the 
family saw the waiter (with— with) holding the frog by his hind legs 
upside down (and the) the dad of the family, he said, "That's 
cruelty to animals." (And) then the mother said, "Yes, that is." 
(And) the sister said, "Well, I don't know; I don't like frogs."
The boy said, "Can I have the frog, Pop?" (And) the father goes, 
"Yes, you can have him." So the little boy took him away.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 8
2 8/0
3 12.3
4 NA
5 0
6 In corr ect
7 5
8 C o r r e c t
9 0
10 2
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Subject la :  age 8-10
Not V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
(Kay) the man is takin' the frog out of the fancy restaurant (and 
he and this) and (the) this one kid comes up with their mother and 
father and a sister (and) tells the guy that it's his frog (and) then 
the guy gives the frog to the kid (and) then he tells ’em to get out 
of the restaurant.
VA R I A B L E
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
10
Subj e c t  2a: age 9-0
Not V i s i b l e  C o n d i t i o n
The waiter was about to throw the frog out and (the family walked) 
a family walked up. The little boy said, "What are you gonna do with 
the frog?" (And the) the man said, "Throw him out." (And) the little 
boy said, "Well, I'll have him." (And) his dad said, "No." (And) 
his mom said, "Yes." Sister said, "Yes," too. (And) so he got to keep 
him (and) then the waiter was goin' out (he’s goin' back) (and) the 
frog got out the fire exit and got away.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 10
2 10/0
3 7.3
4 NA
5 0
6 I n c orr ect
7 3
8 I n corr ect
9 0
10 1
A N A L Y S I S
4
3/1
15
7
0
Incorr ect
1
C o r r e c t
0
2
Subject 3a: age 8-11
Not V i s ibl e Con d i t i o n
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(Um) this man he caught a frog and (um) he got out a fire 
escape door (and) in a minute a family walking out to eat (and um) 
a small boy says, "My frog!" (and um) the waiter said, "It's just 
a frog" (and then um um) the father looked at the frog and said 
"That's my boy's frog." (And) they took it home.
V A R I A B L E  • A N A L Y S I S
1 6
2 . 5/1
3 7.8
4 10
5 0
6 C o r rec t
7 2
8 C o r rec t
9 0
10 2
Su b jec t 4a: age 8-7
Not V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
(There was a frog) there was a frog in a restaurant that wasn't 
supposed to be there. A very nice restaurant was it. The butler 
started to throw the frog out the door (and) when he started to 
throw the frog out the door a little boy said, "May I please have 
that frog?" (and) the butler said, "Then be gone with it." (And) 
the little boy and the frog were very happy and they went home.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 6
2 5/1
3 12.8
4 6
5 0
6 C o r r e c t
7 4
8 C o r rec t
9 0
10 3
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Subject 5a: age 8-6
Not V i s ibl e Condit ion
(The restaurant) the restaurant manager was gonna throw the 
sneaky frog out of the (the) restaurant (and then these people) 
and this boy goes, "Hey, I know that frog," (and) then their mother 
and their father and their sister looked at him like he was crazy 
(and) then they went home (and) he had the frog.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 4
2 4/0
3 n .5
4 NA
5 0
6 I n corr ect
7 2
8 Co r rec t
9 0
10 2
S u b j e c t  6a: age 9-2
Not V i s i b l e  Co n d i t i o n
(Um) then he took the frog from the plate and (he— she) he went 
out the fire exit (and) he said, "I think I'll dump this frog in the 
lake." Then he saw this little boy with a family and the boy said, 
"Hey, what are ya gonna do with that frog? I want him for a pet."
So he said, "Here, take him. See what I care (and) don't you dare 
come back with that (um) frog (and don't let me see) don't let me see 
you again."
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 9
2 9/0
3 8.5
4 NA
5 0
6 Incorr ect
7 2
8 I n c orr ect
9 1
10 1
67
Subject 7a: age 9-1
Not V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
(Kay) there's this really (really) mean waiter and it was in 
this fancy restaurant (and) you see he found a frog in that res­
taurant (and) so he took him out the fire exit and was about to 
throw him away when (this) these real fancy people walked up (and 
they) they came up. They were really rich (and) they came up with 
their son and their daughter (and) then son said ("That hey— that 
what are ya) hey man, what are you doing with my frog?" (and) the 
waiter was really angry gave (him) the little boy his frog to him 
(and) then he shouted at the family (and) then they went home in 
disgust. (And) that's all.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 11
2 9/2
3 8.1
4 12.8
5 0
6 C o r rec t
7 8
8 C o r rec t
9 1
10 3
S u b j e c t  8a: age 8-10
Not V i s i b l e  Co n d i t i o n
(The man) a man found the frog. Then (a kid) some people 
walk in and a kid says, "Hey, can I have that frog?" (and) 
then he says, "Yes, but I don't want it around here."
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 3
2 3/0
3 10.3
4 NA
5 0
6 C o r r e c t
7 0
8 I n c o r r e c t
9 0
10 2
Subject 9a: age 8-10
Not V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
The (the) waiter found the frog and (um a) the family was goin 
down the hallway (and the— a) a kid interrupted him when he was 
goin' down the hall (and) he said, "That's my frog" (and) when he 
took it away (the) his mother and his father got kinda mad at the 
(they got kinda mad at the) waiter so they left.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 4
2 4/0
3 12
4 NA
5 0
6 I n corr ect
7 1
8 I n corr ect
9 0
10 1
Su b jec t 10a: age 8-6
Not V i s i b l e  Con d i t i o n
(Um) the waiter found the frog and he was about to throw it 
out when a family comes in. (And) the family takes the frog (and 
um they um) they take it (and) then they (um) walk out the door 
and carry the frog with.
VA R I A B L E
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8 
9
A N A L Y S I S
4
4/0
9.2
NA
0
Incorr ect
0
C o r r e c t
0
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Subject 11a: age 8-6
Not V i s ibl e C o n dit ion
In the first picture (um) the waiter had found the frog in a 
fancy restaurant that hopped into the lady's salad and was takin' 
him out the fire exit. In the second picture he was just about to 
take them out into the fire exit (where a family— when a) when a 
family, a brother and a sister and a mon and dad, came walking up 
(and) a little boy said, "That's my frog" (and) the waiter was 
looking very puzzled says, "Well (if you want your frog back, you—  
I'm not gonna let alone) if you want your frog back you better go 
outta this restaurant because we don't allow pets in here. (And 
and) the family was looking very mad at the waiter. They probably 
didn't know that it was such a fancy restaurant as it was. So the 
family walked out of the restaurant with the family looking very 
mad and the boy looking very happy.
V A R I A B L E A N A L Y S I S
1 7
2 7/0
3 18.1
4 NA
5 0
6 Incorrect
7 11
8 C o r rec t
9 1
10 2
S u b j e c t  12a: age 8-9
Not V i s ibl e Condit ion
After the argument, a waiter took the frog out the door and ran 
into the people who owned the frog. The kid who owned the frog took 
the frog away from the waiter and (and) took it back home.
V A R I A B L E  A N A L Y S I S
1 2
2 2/0
3 19
4 NA
5 0
6 I n corr ect
7 0
8 I n corr ect
9 0
10 1
